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Current Topics. 


Tue Prestpent’s address at the meeting of the Incorporated 
Law Society last week contained au explicit intimation that, 
in case the School of Law proposed by the Attorney-General 
should fall through, the society will receive a substantial 
increase to their funds available for legal education, and he 
stated that the Council had already adopted the report of a legal 
education committee appointed by them. As we understand his 
remarks, the report of the committee will be aimed at establish- 
ing a scheme which, if the School of Law should be established, 
will place the society in a better position in relation to it, or, if 
such a school should not be established, will enable the society 
to dispose advantageously of the funds it may receive for the 
purpose of legal education. Such a scheme is obviously desir- 
able, and we shall look with interest for the issue of the report. 
It is greatly to be hoped that it may be found practicable to 
establish a School of Law open to both branches of the pro- 
fession, but we do not gather that the President entertains a 
very sanguine view of the prospects of success of this proposal. 





_On tHE subject of the County Courts Bill, the President 
expressed himself hopefully. It had passed the House of 
Commons and the Standing Committee on Law without a 
division and with practically unanimous assent, while it had the 
support of petitions and resolutions from the London Chamber 
of Commerce, from the Associated Chambers of Commerce, from 
many societies, and also from the municipalities of the United 
Kingdom. The Council, he said, were quite conscious that the 
Bill did not at once effect all that might be desired, but other 
reforms were its inevitable corollaries, and some of these, 


| including an extension of the jurisdiction of the registrars, had 


been added in the Grand Committee. The report stage, and 
- reading, of the Bill will not, it appears, come on until 
une. 





THE conTENTION of the Inland Revenue Commissioners to 


which we referred last week (ante, p. 445), that a receipt for the 
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principal and interest secured by an equitable mortgage is liable 
toad valorem duty as a “ discharge” of the mortgage, is so novel 
and, it seems to us, in principle so indefensible, that it is worth 
while to recur to it. The Stamp Act, like all other statutes, whether 
taxing or not, has to be fairly construed, and when the primary 
effect of an instrument is to bring it under a specific head of 
charge, this head determines the stamp which it ought to bear. 
As we have already pointed out, the fact that it may serve the 
purpose of the parties as well as a more expensively charged in- 
strument does not entitle the authorities to chargeit assuch. It 
is well known that in the case of an equitable mortgage a receipt 
is as effectual as a discharge But that is because the law 
attaches to the receipt the incident of a discharge, not because 
the receipt falls within the class of documents which are properly 
known by that title. The matter, however, seems to be really 
concluded by the form in which the Legislature has putexemption 
11 to the receipt stamp duty. This covers receipts indorsed on, 
or contained in, duly stamped deeds ‘‘ acknowledging the receipt 
of the consideration money therein expressed or the receipt of 
apy principal money, interest, or annuity thereby secured 
or therein mentioned.” Now, even though it might 
be possible to take ‘‘principal money” as referring to 
receipt by the mortgagor at the time of the mortgage, yet 
this could not be the case in regard to interest. The exemption 
must, therefore, apply to a receipt given for principal and interest 
on repayment, and, if this is so, there can be no ground for 
refusing to allow it to operate in a case of repayment in full. 
Hence a receipt on an equitable mortgage falls within the 
wording of the exemption under the head ‘ Receipt,” and 
it is quite inadmissible to transfer it arbitrarily to the head 
*‘ Discharge” under “ Mortgage.” 





WE print elsewhere a letter which raises an interesting point 
as to liability for estate duty upon leasehold property. Our 
correspondents inquire whether, in a case where the subsequent 
sale of the leaseholds suggests that they have been undervalued 
for the purpose of estate duty, the purchaser is under any 
liability with regard to the additional duty which may be 

ayable, or whether the fact that the probate shews that an 
insufficient duty has been paid may be a bar to using the 
probate as a document of title. We imagine that in neither 
respect is a purchaser affected by an undervaluation for the 
purpose of duty. Under section 6 (2) the liability to pay 
estate duty in respect of personal property is imposed 
on the executor, and there is no provision corresponding 
to section 8 (2), which, in cases where the executor 
is not accountable for the estate duty, renders all persons 
accountable into whose hands the property comes. As 
our correspondents point out, it was decided in Re Culverhouse 
(1896, 2 Ch. 251) that the duty is payable out of the general 
personal estate of the testator, and the liability appears to be 
confined to the executors and to that estate. With regard to 
the question whether the insufficiency of the stamp duty might 
not be a flaw in the title, the answer seems to be that, solong as 
the stamp is sufficient to cover the amount shewn in the affidavit 
to be the value of the estate, it must be taken for all purposes of 
stamp duty to be sufficient. Moreover, a purchaser is not bound 
to assume that the estate was undervalued because a particular 
part of it fetches more than the total value at which it was 
sworn. There may have been deductions made for debts and 
other matters as to which he has no information. Upon the 
whole, it would seem to be safe for purchasers of leaseholds to 
leave the payment of estate duty to the executors. 


Aw arptication for the new trial of an indictment tried at 
quarter sessions or assizes is so seldom heard of that practitioners 
are apt to lose sight of the fact that such procedure exists at all. 
This week at the Old Bailey, a defendant, who had been arraigned 
and pleaded guilty to an indictment for obtaining money by false 
pretences, was brought up for sentence. An application was 
then made, and granted by the Recorder, to further postpone 
sentence until next sessions in order to give counsel for the 
defendant an opportunity of moving the High Oourt for a 
new trial. Into the merits of the particular case it would not be 
advisable, probably, to enter at present, but it appears to be 


settled that a new trial cannot be granted in any case of felony, 
In a case of misdemeanour, however, a new trial may hy 
ordered. If the indictment has been preferred in the King’ 
Bench Division, or removed by certiorari into that division, , 
new trial may be granted by a Divisional Court on the grounj 
of misdirection, improper reception or rejection of evidengg 
or for any cause where the court is satisfied that justicg 
demands it. When the power of ordering new trials in giyjj 
motions tried in the King’s Bench Division was transferred 
from that division to the Court of Appeal, the jurisdiction 
to order new trials in criminal cases was expressly reserved tp 
the Divisional Court. When a case of misdemeanour has beg 
tried at sessions or assizes, then, after verdict and before judg. 
ment, a motion may be made to the King’s Bench Division for 
a new trial. When justice demands it, it appears that the 
court has discretion to grant or refuse a new trial in sug 
cases. There does not appear, however, to be any power ig 
‘the court to grant a new trial where judgment has actually 
been passed. In case of a miscarriage of justice, the only 
remedy apparently would then be a petition for a pardon, 
Application for a new trial is made by motion for a rule nisi, 
and the defendant must be present in court unless he is in 
custody or is liable only to a fine. Asa general rule, it is onl 
after a conviction that a new trial will be granted. After an 
acquittal it appears that a new trial will only be granted wher 
the verdict was obtained by the fraud of the defendant, or by 
the defendant causing witnesses to absent themselves. The 
motion for a new trial is made upon the judge’s notes or upon 
affidavit, or both. There is no appeal from the order of 4 
Divisional Court granting or refusing a new trial. 


Tue Privy Council appeal of Wallis v. Solicitor-General far 
New Zealand, which was reported at length in the Zimes of the 
16th of February, did not apparently arouse any attention here; 
but recent communications from New Zealand shew that the 
judgment of the court, delivered by Lord Macnacuren, hes 
excited considerable feeling in that colony. The chie 
grievance, apparently, is that the judgment suggests that 
the New Zealand court was deferring to the wishes o 
policy of the executive. A trust of land granted by the 
Crown for erecting a college had failed, and the trustees 
desired to have a fresh scheme settled on the doctrine of cy-prés. 
The New Zealand court allowed the Crown law officer, who was 
a defendant, to amend his defence by introducing an allegation 
that “the executive government has det+rmined a 
that any departure from the precise terms of the grant by the 
application cy-prés of the land and funds, without the 
assent of the Parliament of the colony, would contravene the 
terms of the cession and be a breach of the trust 
thereby confided in the Crown.” ‘We see great difficulty,” 
said the New Zealand Court of Appeal, “in holding that i 
such circumstances the court could or ought to interfere.” 
{fn reference to this Lord Maonacuren said: ‘' The pro 
position advanced on behalf of the Crown was certaisly 
not flattering to the dignity or the independence of the highest 
court in New Zealand, or even to the intelligence of Parliament 
What had the court to do with the executive? Where ther 
was a suit properly constituted and ripe for decision, why should 
justice be denied or delayed at the bidding of the executive?” 
Lord MacnaGuren’s judgments frequently have the unusual merit 
in such compositions of furnishing lively reading, but on this oce 
| sion the result has been to raisea judicial storm on the other sideof 
| the world, and the New Zealand judges have replied by a formal 

protest in which they repudiate the aspersions upon themselves 

and charge the Judicial Committee generally with ignorance d 
|New Zealand laws. The charge of ignorance need not be taket 
| too seriously. The judges who sit in Downing-street in the roo® 
| which, for want of a better, passes as a court, probably do bot 

pride themselves on knowing the laws and legal systems of all the 

colonies and dependencies from which appealscome. If they some 

times shew ignorance, it is morereasonable to blame the counsel wi 
| have omitted to elucidate the precise laws bearing on the poislt 
|in dispute. But the feeling which has been aroused is # 
| unfortunate matter, and means will doubtless be found on til 
side of explaining whatever was calculated to irritate. 
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{ue RELAXATION which—apart from recent judicial develop- 
ments—the law has undergone in favour of trade unions is 
subject to important limitations. In particular the Trade 
Union Act, 1871, while in general legalizing the objects 
of trade unions, expressly provides that the court shall 
not, by virtue of the Act, be enabled to entertain legal 

ings for enforcing certain classes of agreements, 
including agreements between members of a trade union as 
guch concerning the conditions on which the members shall 
transact business or be employed, and agreements for the 
application of benefit funds. Hence, such agreements have to 
be tested by the ordinary law apart from the statute, and if the 
objects of an association are in themselves illegal so as to 
make the association illegal, such agreements as those men- 
tioned above are not enforceable. This is the case with an 
association the main purpose of which is in restraint of trade, as 
an ordinary trade union, and hence in Rigby v. Connol (28 
W. R. 650, 14 Ch. D. 482) it was held that a member who had 
been expelled could not sue to participate in the benefits of the 
union. Where, however, the objects of the society are not in 
the main in restraint of trade, as in the case of a friendly 
society, then Swaine v. Wilson (38 W.R. 261, 24 Q. B. D. 
252) shews that a member is not debarred from 
suing for his share of the benefits of the society by the fact 
that particular rules are in restraint of trade. The recent case 
of Cullen v. Elwin (Times, 28th ult.) illustrates the difficulty 
there may be in deciding to which class any particular 
society belongs, but it was held that one rule in particular 
dominated the rest, and sufficiently shewed that the real object 
of the society in question—a tailors’ union—was in restraint 
of trade. This rule provided that during slack seasons a fair and 
equitable division of trade should be compulsory in all shops, 
and contained numerous regulations as to the conditions under 
which work was to be done. There was power to expel members 
infringing the rule. The Divisionai Court (Lord Atverstong, O.J., 
and Wits and CuAanneELt, JJ.) came to the conclusion that this 
rule made the society an illegal one apart from the statute, and 
hence the plaintiff was debarred from suing for his share of the 
benefits of the society. 





Tue case of Kirkland v. Peatfield (ante, p. 420), before Wricxt, 
J., recently, is another illustration of the effect of section 8 
of the Real Property Limitation Act, 1874, in cutting down 
to twelve years the period allowed for suing on a covenant if the 
money sued for is also secured upon land. The section provides 
that no action shall be brought to recover any sum of money 
secured by any mortgage, or otherwise ‘‘ charged upon or payable 
out of any land,” but within twelve years after a present right 
to receive the same shall have accrued to some person capable of 
giving a discharge, with a saving for acknowledgment and part 
payment. According to the decision in Sutton v. Sutton (31 
W. R. 369, 22 Ch. D. 511), the effect of the section is to bar all 
remedies to recover the money; and’ hence, where money is 
secured by a charge on land and also by covenant, the remedy.on 
the coveoant must be prosecuted within twelve years, and the 
time is not extended to the twenty years allowed by 3 & 4 Will. 4, 
¢.42. In acase where the mortgage covers a reversionary interest, 
the result, apparently, may be to a the personal action, without 
preventing the mortgagee from asserting his right to the interest 
in land when it falls into possession. In Kirkland v. Peatfield 
(supra) the defendants were entitled to a reversionary interest in 
the proceeds of land which had been given on trust for sale at the 
death of the tenant for life. They mortgaged this interest in 
1881, with a covenant for payment of the ry se debt and 
interest. No interest was paid after the 18th of October, 1882, 
and the mortgagee commenced an action on the covenant on the 
7th of October, 1902, the tenant for life being then still living. 
An attempt was made to shew that the mortgaged interest was 
personalty and not within section 8, but it was decided in Bowyer 
¥. Woodman (L. R. 3 Eq. 313) that the proceeds of land given 
Upon trust for sale fall within the expression ‘‘ money payable 
out of land” in section 42 of the Real Property Limitation Act, 
1833, and the interest in question, therefore, was within the 
Words of section 8 of the Act of 1874. This being so, the 
action on the covenant was barred, though Hug#ll v. Wilkinson 








(38 Ch. D. 480) seems to shew that this cireumstance does not 
affect the mortgagee’s remedy against the mortgaged property. 





A cask which has just been heard before the Fifth Chamber 
of the Tribunal of the Seine illustrates the marked differenee 
between the law of France and England with regard to the sale 
of domestic animals. The English courts are familiar enough 
with actions arising out of the sale of horses, but it can scarcely 
be said that there is any special law in England with regard to 
the sale of domestic animals apart from the general law regu- 
lating the sale of chattels. This is not the case in France. By 
article 1641 of the Code Civil, there is an implied warranty upon 
the sale of chattels against latent defects which render the thing 
sold unfit for the purpose for which it was destined, or which so 
far diminish its value that the purchaser, if he had known of 
them, would either have refused to purchase the article or 
would have given a lower price for it. The interpretation 
of this clause gave rise to much difficulty in the sale of domestic 
animals, and on the 2nd of August, 1884, a law was enacted 
with regard to the sale and exchange of domestic animals which 
is still in force. By this law, in the absence of express 
contract, the expression “latent defects” was to be taken to 
include, in the case of horses, asses, and mules, “ glanders,” 
“‘farcy,” “roaring,” ‘‘ crib-biting,” and some other defects, and 
these latent defects are sufficient ground for an action for the 
resci sion of the contract. The common law of England, which, in 
the absence of an express warranty, applied the maxim “‘ caveat 
emptor’ to the sale of a chattel, and made no difference, where 
there was no evidence of fraudulent concealment, between latent 
and patent defects, has been to some extent affected by the Sale 
of Goods Act, 1893, and by the Adulteration Acts. But it does not 
seem to have occurred to the Legislature of this country that 
the buyer of domestic animals required any extraordinary pro- 
tection. This is the more remarkable as the Legislature has 
again and again had to make laws restricting the sale of 
animals suffering from infectious or contagious diseases. 





In THE RECENT case of Keane v. Nash the Court of Appeal 
gave full effect to the principle previously laid down in the 
case of Leech v. Life and Health Assurance Association (49 W. R. 
482; 1901, 1 K. B. 707)—namely, that an appeal will not lie 
to the Court of Appeal under clause 4, Schedule II., of the 
Workmen’s Compensation Act, 1897, except on a question of 
law submitted to and determined by the county court judge at 
the instance of an arbitrator under the Act, or in any case where 
the county court judge himself acts as such arbitrator and in 
that capacity settles the matter referred to him. In the case 
under consideration the Court of Appeal was asked to entertain 
an appeal from the order of a county court judge refusing to 
direct the registrar to review his taxation of the defendant’s 
costs; while in Leech v. Life and Health Assurance Association 
(supra) the appeal was against the refusal of a county court 
judge to direct insurers to pay insurance money into the Post 
Office Savings Bank in accordance with the provisions of sub- 
section 5 of section 1 of the Workmen’s Compensation Act, 1897. 
Though, obviously, in neither of the above cases does an appeal 
lie direct to the Court of Appeal from the county court, it is 


submitted that, in both of them, and indeed in all “ matters” 


which do not fall under Schedule II., clause 4, of the Act, an 
appeal lies to the Divisional Court, under section 120 of the 
County Courts Act, 1888, which expressly enables the High 
Court to entertain an appeal with regard to any “matter” with 
which the county court judge has dealt in the exercise of his 
jurisdiction : Kniveton v. Northern Employers’ Mutual Indemnity 
Co. (50 W. R. 704; 1902, 1 K. B. 880), Morris v. Northern 
Employers’ Mutual Indemnity Co. (50 W. R. 545; 1902, 2 K. B. 
165). 


Ar a T1wg when more than ordinary attention is attracted to the 
subject of emigration to the colonies, a notice just issued by the 
guardians of one of the metropolitan ishes will be read with 
much interest. This notice is to the effect that the guardiens, in 
the exercise of the powers conferred by 13 & 14 Vict. c. 101, s. 4, 
are about to arrange for the emigration of a number of orphan 
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and deserted children. Section 4, which is perhaps not 
sufficiently known, enables the guardians of any union or parish, 
under certain conditions, to expend money in and about the 
emigration of any poor orphan or deserted child under the age 
of sixteen. A permanent body, such as the guardians of a large 
metropolitan union or parish, has particular advantages in 
making inquiry as to what is a proper place for the settlement of 
those. whom it assists to emigrate, and, with regard to the 
emigrants, it must be an advantage to become acquainted with 
their adopted country at the earliest possible age. And there are, 
of course, circumstances in the lives of pauper children which make 
the prospect of a life in another land more attractive than it is 
in ordinary cases. 


The Effect of “ Conclusive 


Evidence,” 


Tue decision of Byrnz, J., in Re Walker § Smith (Limited) 
( Times, 30th ult.) would hardly call for comment but for the 
tendency that is sometimes shewn to deprive clear words used by 
the Legislature of their natural effect. The question in the case 
was whether, when a statute says that the certificate of a public 
official is to be “conclusive evidence” of specified matters, 
the certificate is to be in fact conclusive or not. Possibly the 
statement of the question in this form reduces it to an absurdity, 
but it seems to be perfectly fair. The point formerly arose upon 
section 18 of the Companies Act, 1862, which provided 
that the certificate of incorporation of a company given 
by the registrar should be conclusive evidence that all 
the requisitions of the Act in respect of registration had 
been complied with. One of the requisitions of the Act was that 
there should be delivered to the registrar a memorandum of 
association which had to be signed by not less than seven 
persons. Hence it was not an unnatural inference that the 
certificate of incorporation was conclusive evidence that a 
memorandum so signed had been delivered, and in the earlier 
cases this inference was unhesitatingly accepted. ‘I think,” 
said Lord Cuztmsrorp, C.,in Oakes v. Turquand (L. R. 2 H. L., 
p. 354), “the certificate prevents all recurrence to prior matters 
essential to registration, amongst which is the subscription of 
a memorandum of association by seven persons, and that it is 
conclusive that all previous requisites have been com- 
plied with.” Nevertheless, in Re National Debenture Corporation 
(39 W. R. 707; 1891, 2 Oh. 505) Kexewion, J., held that it 
was permissible to go behind the certificate and to inquire whether 
the memorandum had been in fact signed by seven persons, and 
since in that case he found that it had been signed by six only, 
he decided that the company had never been incorporated. 

In the Court of Appeal the decision of Kzxewicn, J., on the 
law seems to have been treated as correct, though on the ques- 
tion of fact it- was considered that there had been seven 
signatories. The point relied on was that the requirement of 
signature by the right number of persons is made by the statute 
an essential to the formation of the company. But since the 
same statute prescribes what shall be conclusive evidence of the 
fulfilment of this requirement, the point seems to have nothing 
in it. And the reason is obvious. The framers of the Act must 
have foreseen the inconvenience that would ensue if it should 
be permissible after any length of time to throw doubt upon the 
due constitution of a company, and, to avoid this inconvenience, 
the duty of seeing that all requisitions had been complied with 
was imposed upon the registrar. It is useless to labour the 
point, for it is sufficiently clear in itself, and that such 
is the proper meaning of the provision has been recognized 
by section 1 of the Companies Act of 1900, which replaces 
section 18 of the Act of 1862, and says expressly that the certifi- 
cate of incorporation is to be “ conclusive evidence that all the 
requisitions of the Companies Acts in respect of registration, 
and of matters precedent and incidental thereto have been 
complied with, and that the association is a company authorized 
to be registered and duly registered under the Companies Acts.” 
This removes all possible doubt as to the efficacy of a certificate 
of incorporation. 

But the question as to the effect of a statute in making 
evidence conclusive has also arisen under section 15 of the 











Companies Act, 1867. That section provides that when ay 
order of the court has been made confirming a reduction of 
capital, ‘‘the registrar shall certify under his hand the 
registration of the order and minute, and his certificat 
shall be conclusive evidence that all the requisitions 
of this Act with respect to the reduction of the capital 
have been complied with.” Now, the first requisition is 
contained in section 9, and the effect is that a company, ip 
order to reduce its capital, must be authorized to do so by its 
articles either as originally framed or as altered by special rego. 
lution. If the company is thus in a position to take advantage 
of the Act, it may pass a special resolution for reduction, and 
may then apply to the court for an order confirming the 
reduction. Au these, then, are requisitions which have to be 
complied with, but if the registrar gives his certificate, section 
15 says expressly that it shall be conclusive, and hence it cannot 
be necessary afterwards for anyone to inquire whether the company 
had power to reduce its capital, or whether.a special resolution for 
reduction was duly passed, or whether the sanction of the court 
was obtained. Such mattersarecarefully examined into atthetime, 
and should a mistake occur, and compliance with such registra. 
tion fail, it is certainly far better to treat the non-compliance as 
cured by the registrar’s certificate than to compel all companies 
which have reduced their capital to be prepared at any time to 
prove that the reduction was duly made. 

This is so plain that it is safe to say no doubt would ever have 
been raised as to section 15 of the Companies Act, 1867, but for the 
decision in Re National Debenture Corporation (supra) on 
section 18 of the Act of 1862. It was held, however, in 
Ladies’ Dress Association v. Pulbrook (49 W. R. 6; 1900, 2 
Q. B. 376), and has now been held again in Re Walker 5; Smith 
(Limited) (supra), that the Act of 1867 is to have its 
natural effect, and that irregularities in the proceedings for 
reducing capital cannot be brought forward after the registrar's 
certificate has been given. In the former case there had been 
an irregularity in the special resolution for reducing capital, 
inasmuch as an interval of fourteen days had not elapsed 
between the passing of the first and of the confirmatory resolu- 
tion. But this was a matter which the court declined to go 
into. ‘Sections 15 and 16 of the Companies Act, 1867,” said 
Vauenan Wits, L.J., “clearly shew that the certificate of 
the registrar is conclusive, and, if there was any irregularity 
with regard to the passing of the resolution confirming the 
resolution to reduce the capital of the company, we have no 
power to inquire into it.” In the present case of Re Walker § 
Smith (Limited) the irregularity was carried a step further back. 
The company had under its original articles no power to reduce 
its capital, and it had not taken power by special resolution. 
The case was therefore a stronger one than the former for going 
behind the certificate, if that were permissible. But Byxyz, J., 
held that the language of section 15 was too clear. The 
registrar had given his certificate,and this ended the matter. 
The decision will tend to make it possible to assume that Acts 
of Parliament mean what they say. 








Reviews. 
Evidence on Commission. 
Tue TAKING OF EVIDENCE ON COMMISSION, INCLUDING TITEREIN 
SPECIAL ExaAMINATiIONS, LETTERS OF REQUEST, MANDAMUS, AND 
EXAMINATIONS BEFORE AN EXAMINER OF THE Coun. By W. E. 


HuvuME-WILLIAMSs, K.C., and A. Romer Mackin, B.A., LL.B. 

Barrister-at-Law. Sxconp Epirion. Stevens & Sons (Limited). 

The subject of taking evidence on commission is attended with a 
good deal of technicality, and the profession wifl be glad to see a new 
édition of Messrs. Hume-Williams and Macklin’s book. 
point which the practitioner has to decide when he desires to secure 
evidence from abroad is whether he will apply for a commission or 4 
special examination, or whether the law of the foreign country 
forbids any such exercise of legal functions, so that it is necessary t0 
invoke the assistance of the foreign court by letters of request. 
It is now well understood that letters of request are essential 
in Germany, and the authors place Spain in the same 
category, while they advise that the same procedure should be 
followed in; Switzerland, and apparently also in France. Other 
countries have not yet definitely declared themselves against the 
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taking of evidence under an English commission. The relative 
advantages of a commission and a special examination are pointed 
out in Chapter I., and in Chapter II. the procedure for obtaining the 
desired order is described. The various points which have to be 
roved before the application will be granted—that the examination 
abroad will be effective, that the witnesses to be examined are material, 
god so forth—are usefully tabulated and explained, so that the prac- 
titioner can readily prepare the affidavit upon which the application is 
based. It has been held in Re Shaw & Ronaldson (1892, 1 Q. B. 91) that 
an order for a commission cannot be made in a voluntary arbitration, 
and the authors refer to an unreported case of Bright v. River Plute 
Construction Co. in 1900,in which Cozens-Hardy, J., attempted to 
supply the defect. An action was brought and then all proceedings 
in the action stayed except for the purpose of an application for a 
commission. The efficacy of this procedure was not tested, for in the 
Court of Appeal it was held that there was no case for a commission. 
But the authors suggest that, had the evidence been obtained, it would 
have been useless, since it would have been available only in the 
action, and not in the arbitration. Later chapters of the book 
describe the procedure during examination, and after examination 
and up to trial, and deal with other modes of taking evidence out of 
court. The appendices contain the statutes, rules and orders, and a 
collection of forms and precedents. Altogether the work will be 
found very useful in cases where evidence has to be taken out of court 
either here or abroad. 


Books Received. 


A Selection of Leading Cases on Various Branches of the Law, 
with Notes. By Jonn Witi1AmM Smiru.. The Third and Fourth 
Editions by the Right Hon. Sir James SHAW WILLEs and Sir HENRY 
SinceR KEATING, Justices of the Court of Common Pleas. The 
Fifth and Sixth Editions by Frep Pump MaAvupE and THomMAs 
EpwarD CuITty, Barristers-at-Law. The Seventh, Eighth, and 
Ninth Editions by the Right Hon. Sir RicHarp HeENN CoLLins, 
Master of the Rolls, and RonerT GEoRGE ARBUTHNOT, Barrister-at- 
law. The Eleventh Edition. By THomas WILLEs CHITTY, a Master 
of the Supreme Court, Barrister-at-Law ; JOHN HERBERT WILLIAMS, 
LL.B., and HerBert Cuirry, M.A., Barristers-at-Law. In Two 
Volumes, Sweet & Maxwell (Limited). 








Correspondence. 


Estate Duty—Vendor and Purchaser. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. ] 


Sir,—Will you do us the kindness to give us your views on the 
question whether a purchaser of leasehold, whether from an executor 
or legatee, is bound to see that sufficient estate duty has been paid ? 

For example : A. died in 1895, and gave all he posséssed to his wife B. 
His estate was sworn at the ‘‘ gross” value of (say) £800. B. died in 
1896 and gave her property to two sons, and appointed one of them 
to be executor. Her estate was sworn at (say) £700. The executor is 
now selling a part of her property for £1,000, keeping in hand another 
_ 4 some £400 or £500 more. The two estates were clearly under- 
valued. 

By section 5 of 23 Vict. c. 15, it is provided that duties payable on 
probates and administrations ‘‘ shall be a charge or burden upon the 
property in respect of which the same are so payable.” 

The Bank of England used to act on this, and refused to allow 
stocks to be transferred in excess of the amount covered by the 
probate duty unless the proper steps were taken to shew that some 
part was trust property. 

The Finance Act, s. 6 (2), provides that the executor shall pay estate 
“duty in respect of all personal duty (wheresoever situate),” and it is 
payable out of the estate: Je Culverhouse, Cook v. Culverhouse 
(Sonicrrors’ JourRNAL, 1896, p. 374; 1896, 2 Ch. ag This would 
seem to imply that a purchaser is not liable for the duty, but is he 
under any obligation to see that the probate, which forms part of 
his title, is sufficiently stamped for estate duty}? 

Since 1888, vendors cannot protect themselves against a purchaser’s 
requirement to have a deed stamped. Can they do so as regards 
Insufficient estate duty ? 

And where, as in the case we put, the duty is manifestly insufficient, 
what is a purchaser’s duty ? DALLIMORE & Son. 

316, Camberwell New-road, London, 8.E., April 28. 

[See observations under ‘‘ Current Topics.”—Eb. S.J.] 


Longevity in the Legal Profession. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 


Sir,—I am obliged to my friend Mr. Hargraves. I will have a 
Search made, as he suggests, and if it turns out that a barrister calied 


in 1800 — in the Law List for 1877, he would beat the record. 
But Mr. Dawes, who was admitted a solicitor in 1795, and took out his 
certificate for 1871, was alive in the latter year. Does Mr. Hargraves 
believe that any of the barristers (called over sixty years ago) in the 
1903 Law List without addresses are alive? |§ FRANCIS K. MuNTON, 
Montpelier House, Twickenham, April 29. 








Points to be Noted. 


Company Law. 


Debentures—Receiver—Electric Light.—Any judicial contribu- 
tion as to the rights, duties, or liabilities of receivers or liquidators in 
respect of rates, taxes, gas, water, or electric light supply is received 
with gratitude by those officials and by the legal profession. In a 
debenture-holders’ action a receiver was appointed by the court of the 
company’s undertaking and property. The order directed the company 
to deliver to the receiver possession of the property ‘‘so far as is 
necessary for the purpose of such receivership,” and he accordingly 
took possession. He found that the company’s electric lighting bill 
was largely overdue. It was held that the electric light company 
was entitled to discontinue the supply until the receiver had entered 
into a new contract with it for the supply of currents.—HUsEY v. 
og Etectric SuppLy Corporation (C.A., Feb. 6, 1902) (1902, 
1 Ch. 411). 


Debentures—Directors Appointed as Receivers and Managers— 
Right to Bemuneration in Both 0, ties.—Directors of a 
company were entitled to remuneration under the articles of associa- 
tion. The court appointed them receivers and managers in a deben- 
ture-holders’ action and allowed them a remuneration for acting in 
that capacity. Afterwards the company passed a resolution for 
voluntary winding up. Held, that in addition to the remuneration 
as receivers and managers the directors were entitled to their 
remuneration under the articles up to the date of the resolution, 
although their duties as directors had become less onerous by their 
appointment as receivers and managers.—RE SouTH WESTERN OF 
VENEZUELA (BARQUISIMETO) RatmLway Co. (Buckley, J., Feb. 18, 
1902) (1902, 1 Ch. 701). 

Transfer of Shares, Stock, or Debentures—Alteration after 
Execution.—In a mortgage by deed of freeholds the name of 
‘‘ William” G. was given as one of the mortgagees. This was a 
misdescription of a person called ‘‘Edward Thomas” G. The 
mortgagor, but not any of the mortgagees, executed the deed. 
After execution some person unknown erased ‘‘ William” and sub- 
stituted ‘“‘ Edward Thomas,” and it was held that, in the absence of 
fraud, the deed was not avoided by the alteration. The case requires 
to be noted as the effect of altering deeds has been considered in con- 
nection with blank transfers, but there are some observations in the 
judgment suggesting ‘‘ that, in considering whether an alteration is 
material or not,” regard must be had ‘‘to the particular instrument 
to see what its purport is and what its office is.” Asa rule, transfers 
of shares, &c, are required to be executed by the transferee, but this 
is not invariably the case.—RE HowGaTE AND OsBoRN’s ConTRACT 
(Kekewich, J., Jan. 25, 1902) (1902, 1 Ch. 451). 


Common Law. 


Partnership—Scope of Authority—Wrongful Act of One 
Partner—Liability of Firm.—The plaintiff and the defendants were 
grain merchants and competitors in business. The defendant firm 
consisted of two members, H. and §., but in fact the whole manage- 
ment of the business was left in the hands of H. This action was 
brought to recover damages against the defendants for having 
induced a clerk of the plaintiff to betray his master’s confidence 
by disclosing to the defendants matters with regard to 
the plaintiff’s business. The jury found (inter alia) that H. had 
by bribery induced the clerk to break his contract of service by dis- 
honestly disclosing to H. knowledge obtained by him in regard to 
secret and confidential matters of his master’s business; that H. so 
acted believing that he was acting in the interest of his firm; that it 
was in the course of the business of the firm to legitimately obtain 
information as to the business done by competing firms; and that the 
firm had profited by H.’s action. Substantial damages were given 
against the defendants. Held, by the Court of Appeal, affirming 
Kennedy, J., that as it was within the scope of H.’s authority to obtain 
the information he did by legitimate means, and he had obtained that 
information by illegitimate means, both partners were liable in 
damages for the wrongful action of one of them.—HAMLYN v. JOHN 
Hovston & Co. (1903, 1 K. B. 81). 








A moot of the Gray’s-inn Moot Society will be held in Gray’s-inn hall 
on Monday, the 4th of May, at 8.15 p.m., before the Hon. Mr, Justice 
Byrne. The question will be ‘‘ Was Farebrother v. Wodehouse (23 Beav. 18) 





well decided ? All members of the four Inns of Court are invited to 
attend the moots, and to take part in the arguments. 
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Result of Appeals. 


House of Lords. 


Scottish Provident Institution ». Allan. Fully heard. 
appealed from affirmed, and appeal dismissed with costs. 


Interlocutor 


Appeal Court I. 


(From County Courts.) 

Vamplew and Others, Applicants v. Parkgate Iron and Steel Co. (Limited), 

espondents. Appeal of applicants from award of County Court 
(Yorkshire, Rotherham) (set down Feb. 27, 1903). Dismissed with 
costs. April 24. 

Pomfret (Widow and Others), Applicant v. Lancashire and Yorkshire 
Railway Co., Respondents. Appeal of respondents from award of 
County Court (Lancashire, Manchester) (set down April 1, 1903). New 
trial ordered. April 24. 

Giles, Applicant v. Belford, Smith, & Co., Respondents. Appeal of 
respondents from award of County Court (Middlesex, Bow) (set down 
April 7, 1903). Dismissed with costs. April 24. 

Rothwell, Applicant v. Davies, Respondent. Appeal of respondent from 
award of County Court (Cheshire, Birkenhead) (set down Feb. 17, 1903). 
Dismissed with costs. April 24. 

(New Trial Paper.) 

John Hughes v. The Lord Mayor, Aldermen and Citizens of the City of 
Leeds. Application of defendants for judgment or new trial on 
appeal from verdict and judgment, at trial before Mr. Justice 
Grantham and special jury, Leeds (set down Aug. 14, 1902). Dis- 
missed with costs. April 25. 

(Motion.) 


F. H. Thirlwall and Others». J. Hay and Another. Application of 
plaintiffs for security forcosts of appeal (No. 242, K.B. Final List). 
£10 ordered. April 27. 

(Interlocutory List.) 


Appeal of defendant Bennett from order of 


Craig v. Bennett & Snyder. 
Settled on terms, 


Mr. Justice Bigham (set down April 8, 1903). 
April 27. 

Tugby & Co. (Limited) v. Day. 
Justice Bigham (set down April 15, 1903). 
event. April 27. 

De Ferneham ». Mori. Appeal of defendant from order of Mr. Justice 
Bigham (set down April 15, 1903). Short cause list; costs in cause. 
April 27. 

Underwood & Son v. Lloyd (Limited). Appeal of defendants from order 
of Mr. Justice Phillimore (set down April 15, 1903). Allowed with 
costs. April 27. 

Ditton v. Reading. Appeal of defendant from order of Mr. Justice 
Bigham (set down April 17, 1903). Allowed with costs. April 27. 

(New Trial Paper. 

Allison ». The Imperial and Foreign Investments Corporation (Limited). 
Application of defendants for judgment or new trial on appeal from 
verdict and judgment, at trial before Mr. Justice Grantham and a 
special jury, Leeds (set down Aug. 25, 1902). Dismissed with costs. 
April 28. 

Maddison v. Rhodes. Application of plaintiff for judgment or new trial on 
appeal from verdict and judgment, at trial before Mr. Justice Gantham 
and a special jury, York (set down Nov. 5, 1902). Dismissed with costs. 
April 29. 

Hemstead v. Clark. Application of plaintiff for judgment or new trial on 
appeal from verdict and judgment, at trial before Mr. Justice Walton 
and a common jury, Middlesex (set down Nov. 8, 1902). Dismissed with 
costs. April 29. 


Appeal of defendant from crder of Mr. 
Allowed ; costs to abide 


Appeal Court II. 
(General List.) 

In re Margaret Bagnall, deceased. Chadwick and Another v. Emil de Jong 
and Others. Appeal of defendants Emil de Jong and E. H. Emil de 
Jong from order of the Vice-Chancellor of the County Palatine of 
Lancaster (set down August 2, 1902). Dismissed with costs. April 24. 

Attorney-General and The Beckenham Urban District Council v. The 
South-Eastern and Chatham Railway Co. Appeal of plaintiffs from 
order of Mr. Justice Kekewich ‘set down August 17, 1902). Settled 
withcut costs. April 27. 1 

In re Starley, deceased. Steer and Another v. Sturney and Others. 
Appeal of defendant E. F. Bond from order of Mr. Justice Swinfen 
Eady (set down Dec. 11, 190%). Dismissed with costs on opening. 
April 27. 4 

Reynolds v. Smith. Appeal of plaintiff from order of Mr. Justice 
Buckley (set down Dec. 18, 1902). Dismissed with costs. April 27. 

In the Matter of the Companies Acts, 1862 to 1893, and In the Matter of 
The Ibo Investment Trusts (Limited). Appeal of Isodore Wyler from 
order of Mr. Justice Byrne (set down Dec. 18, 1902). Dismissed 
with costs. April 27. 


(Interlocutory List.) 


Divorce. Beecham, Josephine (Petitioner) v. Beecham, Joseph (Respondent). 
Appeal of petitioner from order of The President (set down March 27, 





(General List.) 


In re Brydone’s Settlement. Cobb and Others v. Blackburne and 
Another. Appeal of defendant E. 8. Blackburne from order of jy 


Justice Kekewich (set down Dec. 12, 1902). Allowed with cogts 
April 28. 
St. Vincent Mercier », Margaret Frances Mercier (Widow) Appeal 


plaintiff from order of Mr. Justice Buckley (set down Dec. 24, 1902), 
Dismissed with costs. April 29. 
(Original Motions.) 
Radclyffe v. Woods. Application of defendants for security for costs of 
Appeal (No. 60, Chancery Final List). £20 ordered. April 29, 
The Cornbrook Brewery Co. (Limited) v. The Law Debenture Corporation 
(Limited). Application of plaintiffs to restrain defendants registering 
deed pending appeal. Dismissed with costs. April 29. 
(Compiled by Mr. Anruur F. Cuappte, Shorthand Writer. ]} 





*,* Messrs. Mackrell, Maton, Godlee, & Quincey write us, with referenge 
to the statement (ante, p. 451) that the appeal in Re Raggett (Deceased) was 
‘allowed with costs,’’ that ‘‘ The appeal was by one defendant only, and 
from an order made in chambers by Mr. Justice Buckley. The appeal 
could hardly be said to have been allowed, since fresh evidence was brought 
forward which had not been before the judge, and the parties agreed that 
the court could not be asked, in view of this fresh evidence, to confirm the 
order which Mr. Justice Buckley had made confirming the compromise, 
It is not correct to say the appeal was allowed with costs, which conveys 
the meaning that the judge was wrong; whereas, of course, he had no 
opportunity of dealing with the matter on the fresh evidence which was 
before the court, and as to which, when it was produced, the plaintiffs and 
the defendants both agreed that the order of Mr. Justice Buckley should 
not stand, and the costs came out of the estate.’’ 








Cases of the Week. 


Court of Appeal. 
ELVIN v. WOODWARD & CO. No.1. 2st April. 


Master anp Servant—Emptoyers’ Lianmrry—Accipent —ComPeEnsation— 
‘* ScAFFOLDING ’’—Parnters’ Sreps— WORKMEN'S CoMPENSATION Act, 189] 
(60 & 61 Vicr. c. 37), 8s. 7, sUB-sECTION 1, 

Appeal from an award of the Shoreditch County Court judge under the 
Workmen’s Compensation Act, 1897. The applicant for compensation was 
a painter in the employment of Woodward & Co., who had contracted to 
repair and paint a house exceeding thirty feet in height. The applicant 
was employed in painting the house, and in order to paint a wall 10 or Il 
feet high from the street he had to stand on a pair of ordinary painters’ 
steps. These steps were eight feet high with ten flat steps and a board on 
the top upon which a man could stand while at work. The steps were 
supported by wooden uprights, and could be moved about. While the 
applicant was at work standing on the steps, they slipped, and he fell and 
was injured. At’ this time the main scaffolding which had been used in 
repairing the house had been taken down. The county court judge said 
that, in his opinion, the steps, though used at the time of the accident to 
support the man while doing the work, afforded no evidence that the house 
was being repaired by means of a scaffolding, and he made an award in 
favour of the employers; but if the court was of opinion that there was 
evidence on which he might find that the steps were a scaffolding, he 
awarded £1 a week. 

Tue Court (Cotiins, M.R., and Srreurne and Marnew, L.JJ.) allowed 

the appeal (Strriine, L.J., dissenting). 

Cotius, M.R., said that the House of Lords in Hoddinott v. Newton, 

Chambers, & Co. (49 W. R. 380; 1901, A. C. 49) had placed a construction 

upon the word ‘“‘ scaffolding ’’ in the Act which completely cut away the 

ground upon which he should, before that decision, have held that these 
steps could not be a ‘scaffolding.’ It was exceedingly difficult to find 
any principle of law to apply in such a case. In Marshall v. Rudeforth 

50 W. R. 596 ; 1902, 2 K. B. 175) this court held that it was impossible to 

say as a matter of law that a ladder which was placed against a house and 

was used for the work of repairing must be a scaffolding. On the other 
hand, in Veazey v. Chattle (50 W. R. 263; 1902, 1 K. B. 494) this court 
held that a contrivance called a crawling-board, used when repairing the 
roof of a building, might be a scaffolding. In the present case the county 
court judge had based his decision upon the assumption that the steps 
could not be a scaffolding within the meaning of the Act. His lordship 
could not agree with him. He could not draw any distinction in point of 
law between a staging consisting of planks placed across trestles, or evel 
footstools, and painters’ steps, which carried their support with a top 
wide enough for a man to stand upon when at ak. In his opinion the 
county court judge might have found either way. But he had said that if 

there was evidence that the steps were a scaffolding he would award 4l 4 

week. His lordship could not say as a matter of law that those steps coul 

not be a scaffolding. An award must therefore be made in favour of the 
applicant for £1 a week. ; 

Srvc, L.J., said that, guided by the opinions of the Law Lords in 

Hoddinott v. Newton, Chambers, § Co., he asked himself whether an —s 

pair of painters’ steps which were used to enable a painter to paint 4 ¥ 

out of hisreach from the ground could fairly be described as a scaffolding. 

In his opinion they could not. He therefore thought that the county cout 





1903). Advanced by order; settled in private. April 28. 
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Marnew, L.J., agreed with Collins, M.R.—Covunsen, Ruegg, K.C., and 
Chester Jones ; Arthur Powell, K.C., and Addington Willis. Soxtcrrors, 
Shaen, Roscoc, Massey, § Co. ; Treadwell § Aylwin, 

[Reported by W. F. Barry, Esq., Barrister-at-Law.] 


ATKINSON v». LUMB. No.1. 21st April. 


anp SeRvVant—Emptoyver’s Lianttiry—Accipent—CoMPENSATION— 
“ENGINEERING Work ’’—WaATERWORKS—ConsTRUCTING RESERVOIR AND 
Lavixc SurpLy Prers—Workmen’s Compensation Act, 1897 (60 & 61 
Vict. c. 37), 8. 7, SUB-SECTION 2. 


from an award of the Todmorden County Court judge under the 
Workmen’s Compensation Act, 1897. The applicant for compensation 
was a workman in the employment of a contractor, who had entered into 
acontract for the construction of a reservoir with filter beds, and for the 
laying of supply pipes for a water supply for Todmorden. The whole of 
the works. were being executed under one contract. The reservoir was 
about two miles from Todmorden. Machinery driven by steam power 
was used in the construction of the reservoir. The laying of the pipes 
was commenced ata point about 600 yards from the reservoir and pro- 
geded towards the reservoir. The pipe trench had been opened for about 
100 yards towards the reservoir, and the pipe track between that point 
and the reservoir had been staked out. The pipes were unloaded from 
waggons on a temporary tramway by means of a hand crane. The 
applicant was employed in laying the pipes, and while at work 
the wire rope of the crane injured his hand. The question was 
whether the applicant at the time of the accident was employed on, 
in, or about ‘‘ engineering work,” which section 7, sub-section 2, of 
the Workmen’s Compensation Act defined as meaning “any work of 
construction or alteration, or repair of a railroad, harbour, dock, canal, or 
sewer, and includes any other work for the construction, alteration, or 
repair of which machinery driven by steam, water, or other mechanical 
power is used.”” The county court judge was of opinion that the work of 
constructing the reservoir and laying the pipés ‘was one entire work, and 
thatas the construction of the reservoir was admittedly anlengineering 
work, the applicant was employed ‘‘ on, in, or about engineering work,”’ 
and was entitled to compensation. The employer appealed. Since the 
award the applicant had died, and his personal representatives were made 

spondents to the appeal 

oo Court (Cotiiys, M.R., and Strrurme and Martnew, L.JJ.) dismissed 
the appeal. 

Cortriss, M.R,, said that the word “‘work”’ in the definition of 
“engineering work ’’ in section 7, sub-section 2, of the Act was used in two 
different senses. In the first part of the definition it meant the labour 
bestowed ; in the second part it meant the thing upon which the labour 
was bestowed. In the second part, therefore, the words meant a physical 
thing which embraced a certain physical area. The county court judge 
had found as a fact that the area of the physical thing, the engineering 
work, embraced the place where the workman was working when he was 
injured. Therefore he found that the man was injured while working on 
the engineering work. In his lordship’s opinion there was evidence to 
justify that finding, and this court could not interfere. The case of 
Middlemiss v. Middle District Committee of Berwick (2 F. 392), in the Court 
of Session in Scotland, was very similar in its facts to the present case. 

Smauinc and Maruew, L.JJ., concurred.—Covunset, Adshead Elliott ; E. 
Shortt. Soxicrrors, W. Hurd & Soa, for Chapman §& Brooks, Manchester ; 
Firth § Co., for Craven & Garsed, Todmorden. 

| Reported by W. F. Barey, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. j 


STEVENS v. GENERAL STEAM NAVIGATION CO. No. 1. 23rd April. 


Master anp Servant—Emptoyers’ Liaprniry—AccipENT—CoMPENSATION 
— “Factory ’’—Macninery Usep ror Untoapine Sure 1n Harnour— 
Facrory AND Worksuor Act, 1901 (1 Epw. 7, c. 22), s. 104—Inrrr- 
PRETATION Act, 1889 (52 & 53 Vict. c. 63), 8s. 38, suB-sEcTION 1— 
Workmen’s Compensation Act, 1897 (60 & 61 Vicr. c. 37), s. 7. 


Appeal from an award made by the judge of. the Southwark County 





‘ Court under the Workmen’s Compensation Act, 1897. The applicant for 


Compensation was a workman in the employment of the General Steam 
Navigation Co. On the 24th of September, 1902, he was employed on 
board their steamship Nautilus, which was lying in the River Thames, in 
the fairway about 150 feet from low water mark, discharging a cargo of steel 
plates into lighters alongside by means of her own cranes. Access to the ship 
for the workmen was by boat. The applicant was one of a gang of eight men 

in the main hold unloading the ship. While they were doing so 
some steel plates fell on his leg and injured him. It was contended on 
behalf of the employers that the employment was not one to which the 
Workmen’s Compensation Act, 1897, applied. It was admitted on behalf 
of the applicant that before the Factory and Workshop Act, 1901, he would 
not have been entitled to compensation, as the definition of ‘factory”’ in 
section 7, sub-section 2, of the Act of 1897, by reason of its reference to 
the provisions of section 23 of the Factory and Workshop Act, 1895, 
Would not have covered the case; but it was contended that the detinition 
of “factory ’’ in section 7, sub-section 2, must now be taken, by reason of 
section 38, sub-section 1, of the Interpretation Act, 1889, as incorporating 
that which was made a factory by section 104 of the Factory and 
Workshop Act, 1901. It was admitted on behalf of the employers that, 
if section 104 of the Act of 1901 applied, the applicant was entitled to 
compensation. Section 7, sub-section 2, of the Act of 1897 
defines a “factory” as having ‘“‘ the same meaning as in the Factory 
and Workshop Acts, 1878 to 1891, and also as including any dock, 
Wharf, quay, warehouse, machinery, or plant to which any provision 
ofthe Factory Acts is applied by the Factory and Workshop Act, 1895,” 
The Factory and Works op Acts therein mentioned have all been repealed 


by the Factory and Workshop Act, 1901, s. 104, sub-section 1, of which 
provides that ‘‘ the provisions of this Act with respect to (i.) power to make 
orders as to dangerous,;machines (section 17) ; (ii.) accidents . . . shall 
have effect as if every dock, wharf, quay, and warehouse, and all 
machinery or plant used in the process of looting or unloading or coaling 
any ship in any dock, harbour, or canal were included in the word 
factory . . .” By sub-section 2 “harbour” is made, by reference to 
section 742 of the Merchant Shipping Act, 1894, to include navigable 
rivers. By section 38, sub-section 1, of the Interpretation Act, 1889, 
‘‘where this Act or any Act passed after the commencement of this Act 
repeals and re-enacts, with or without modification, any provisions of a 
former Act, references in any other Act to the provisions so repealed shall, 
unless the contrary intention appears, be construed as references to the 
provisions so re-enacted.’’ The county court judge held that the word 
‘* factory ’’ in section 7 of the Workmen’s Compensation Act, 1897, now 
included machinery used in loading or unloading a ship in harbour, and he 
accordingly made an award of 17s. 6d. a week in favour of the applicant. 
The employers appealed. 

Tue Covrt (Cottrss, M.R., and Srrruinc and Maruew, L.JJ.) dismissed 

the appeal. 
- Cotiixs, M.R., said that in his opinion section 104 of the Factory and 
Workshop Act, 1901, was a re-enactment with modification of the repealed 
section 23 of the Factory and Workshop Act, 1895. It was none the less a 
‘* modification ’’ of the repealed section because it extended its provisions 
instead of narrowing them. That being so, section 38, sub-section 1, of 
the Interpretation Act, 1889, made any references in section 7, sub-section 2, 
of the Workmen’s Compensation Act, 1897, to section 23 of the Act of 1895 
references to section 104 of the Act of 1901, which had been substituted for 
the former section. The definition of a ‘‘ factory ’’ in section 7, sub-section 
2, of the Act of 1897 had thus been enlarged and included any machinery 
used in unloading any ship in a harbour. The result was that the employ- 
ment in the course of which the applicant was injured by an accident now 
came within the Act of 1897. 

Srirtinc and Marnew, L.JJ., concured.—Covunser, Carver, K.C., and 
Maurice H:li; Thorn Drury and W. Valentine Ball. Soutcrrons, William 
Batham ; H. Clifford Turner & Co. 

[Reported by W. F. Barry, Esq., Barrister-at-Law.] 


VAMPLEW v. PARKGATE IRON AND STEEL CO (LIM.) No. 1, 

24th April. 

Master AND Servanr—CompensaTion FoR Insurres By AccripDENT— 
‘*Workman’’ Contractor — WorkMEN’s Compensation Act, 1897, 
ss. 1, 7 (2). 

In this case the applicants for compensation claimed as being dependants 
of a workman who had met with a fatal accident in the course of his 
employment. The claim came before the judge of the Rotherham County 
Court in an arbitration under the Workmen’s Compensation Act, 1897, and 
the question whether on the evidence the said arbitrator was right in 
holding that the deceased was employed as a contractor and not as a 
workman within the meaning of the Act, and awarding that the respondents 
were not liable to pay compensation. The evidence was to the effect that 
the deceased man worked for the ee company at breaking steel 
and clearing cinders, being paid weekly by the ton; that he had five or 
six men under him whom he used to engage and discharge ; and that the 
average amount of his weekly earnings was £4. For the applicants it was 
said that the county court judge had apparently intended to decide this 
case on the authority of Simmons v. Faulds (17 Times L. R. 352), where it 
was held that the applicant, a foreman bricklayer, was a sub-contractor to 
supply labour, and was therefore not within the Act. In a subsequently- 
decided case, Evans v. The Penwyllt Dinas Silica Brick Co. (18 Times 
L. R. 58), in which the facts were more nearly similar to the present case, 
this court held that there was evidence upon which the arbitrator was 
justified in finding that the applicant was a ‘“‘workman”’ and not a 
contractor. 

Cotiims, M.R., said the question whether a man was a workman or a 
sub-contractor was a question of fact for the arbitrator to decide in each 
case if there was any evidence to justify the county court judge in 
arriving at his decision one way or the other on this point they could not 
interfere with his award. Viewed in that light the two decisions cited 
were clearly not at variance. The burden was on the applicants to shew 
that there existed between the deceased and the respondents such a rela- 
tion as brought the case within the definition of ‘‘ workman”’ in section 7 
[ (2) of the Act of 1897. The cardinal fact in deciding the question of com- 

pensation was that the Act dealt with the relation of employer and employed 

‘*in an employment to which this Act applies.’”” Entering into a contract 

to execute work for another did not necessarily constitute such a relation- 

ship as made the employer liable for the accident. In his opinion there 
was evidence on which the county court judge was justified in finding here 

that the relation of the dece»sed to the respondents was that of a 

contractor and not that of a servant. The appeal therefore failed. 

Sririine and Maruew, L.JJ., concurred.—Counset, Wilberforce ; Ruegg, 
K.C., and A. Sims. Soxricrrors, Campion § Co., for Clegg § Sons, Sheffield ; 
Halse, Trustram, & Co., for A. Muir Wilson, Sheffield. 

[Reported by Erskine Rein, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. | 


POMFRET AND OTHERS v. LANCASHIRE AND YORKSHIRE 
RAILWAY CO. No. 1. 24th April. 


Master anp Servant—ComPensaTION—DEATH BY UNEXPLAINED ACCIDENT 
—Bvurpen or Provine tuat Accrpent ‘* Arosg Ovt Or anp Iw rue Course 
or THE WorxkMAN’s EmplLoyMENtT’’—WoRKMEN’s CoMPENSATION AcrT, 
1897, s. 1 (1) (n). . 





This was an appeal by the railway company from an award of the 
county court judge of Manchester in favour of the applicants in pro- 
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ceedings under the Workmen’s Compensation Act, 1897. The appli- 
cants were a widow and children of a man named Pomfret, who had 
been employed as a fireman o1. the railway, and met with his death through 
what the learned judge charactwrized in his judgment as “‘ an unexplained 
accident.’’ The deceased man had the right at the end of each day when 
he had finished his work to travel by a train to Newton Heath from the 
place where his day’s work ended, and on his return each day to New- 
ton Heath he was “‘ booked off.’’ On the 27th of December, 1902, he ended 
his duties as fireman at Charleston about 5 p.m., and got into a train 
running from Charleston to Newton Heath, and in some unexplained way 
fell out of the train and was found dead on the line. Counsel who 
appeared for the company in the county court did not suggest that the 
man had committed suicide, but said he would take it as found that the 
death was accidental. He also admitted that the man had the right to 
travel by the train, but he took the point that there was no evidence to shew 
that theaccident arose out of orin the courseof the workman’semployment,and 
therefore the company were not liable. The county court judge held that, 
as the defendants had admitted the accident and the employment having 
been admitted and as the defendants had not proved that the injuries 
arose from some cause which would relieve them from responsibilty, the 
applicants were entitled to recover. The county court judge thus threw 
upon the company the onus of proving affirmatively that the accident did 
not arise out of or in the course of the man’s employment. The company 
appealed on the ground that the judge on this point had misdirected him- 
self in law and submitted that the statute clearly threw upon the applicants 
the onus of proving that the accident arose out of and in the course of the 
man’s employment before they became entitled to compensation. These 
was no direct evidence to shew how the man fell from the carriage, but the 
company suggested that as he was travelling alone it must have been from 
some act of carelessness on his part. 

Coititxs, M.R., regretted that the court was not unanimous as to the 
inference to be drawn from the evidence and judge’s notes in this case. 
He thought they were all of opinion that the case must go back. His 
view was that the learned judge had misdirected himself. In this case, as 
in every other case, the burden was thrown upon the plaintiff of proving 
all the conditions rendering the defendant liable under the statute. In 
this case a master was only liable to compensate a workman if the accident 
arose ‘‘ out of and in the course of his employment.’’ The principle upon 
which the judge seemed to have acted was simply that during the time 
that this man was in the employment of the master he met with an 
accident, and therefore, the master being in the position of an insurer 
by reason of the Act was rendered, on the happening of an 
accident to a workman in his employ, liable to pay compensation, 
But in his view of the statute that was a wrong principle upon which to 
make an award. The burden and the whole of the burden of proving 
every condition essential to relief rested upon the plaintiff and nobody else, 
and if the workman failed to prove that the accident which happened to 
him ‘“‘ arose out of and in the course of his employment”’ he failed to dis- 
charge that burden. It was not for them to draw inference of fact, 
and the case must therefore go back for the judge to reconsider it with 
liberty to take further evidence on this point if further evidence were 
forthcoming. 

Srretixe, L.J., was of the same opinion. The right to compensation 
only accrued where a workman had suffered personal injury by accident, 
arising out of and in the cours: of his employment. The words “ out of ”’ 
were as essential of proof as the words “‘ and in the course of his employ- 
ment.”’ In this case the appiicant had failed to discharge the burden the 
statute had imposed as a condition precedent to the right to compensation. 

Mutuew, L.J., expressed the opinion—though it was not a final one— 
that there was abundant evidence here to justify the award of the 
jadge. If he had no evidence that this man had done no more than an 
ordinary passenger might do, he did not see how he could have resisted the 
conclusion he came to and gave compensation under the Act. Case 
remitted accordingly.—Cocnsuzt, (. A. Russell, K.C., and A. Spencer Hogg ; 
Randolph Sonicrrons, Woodcock, Ryland, Parker, for (. Moorhouse, 

Wheatley, Son, & Daniell, for Cobbett, Wheeler, & Cobbett, 





Manchester 
Manchester. 
Reported by Exsxrse Beso, } 
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Last Penton or Contixvovs Emrtoyvment 
Worxurx’s Comrexsation Act, 1398, Scuepuse I., craves 1 (5) 
Appeal by the masters from an award of the judge of the Bow County 
Court, who had made an award in favor 
labourer, who met with an accident in the course of his employment, 
causing him personal injury which incapacitated him for work. The only 
question was as to the proper method of calculating the amount of com- 
pensation to which the applicant was entitled under Schedule I., clause 
1 (4, of the Workmen's Compensatio Act, 1497. The accident occurred 
on the 26th of November, 1902. The applicant had then been working for the 
employer not « innously, but irregularly for ayn riod of more than twelve 
months. During t € months preceding the accident he had worked 


ir of the applicant, a stevedore’s 











from the 11th of November to the 28th of November, and dividing the 
total by three, the number of weeks into which the eighteen days extended, 
From an award made on this basis the masters appealed, on the groung 
that the proper method to have been adopted in this case was to add 
together the earnings of the applicant during the twelve months preceding 
the accident, and dividing the total by fifty-two or by the number of 
weeks in which he had actually worked. 

Corts, M.R., in giving judgment, said the county court judge had 
found as a fact that there was a complete break in the applicant’s employ. 
ment before the 11th of November, and that the employment in question 
began on that date. That finding, in his opinion, disposed of the 
appellants’ contention that the number of days the man had worked for 
them during the previous twélve months. It seemed to him that then 
was no difficulty in following the express provisions of clause 1 (5) in the 
first schedule to the Act. In Jones v. Ocean Coal Co. (Limited) .(1899, 2 
Q. B. 124) this court had decided that the word ‘‘employment”’ in the 
expression ‘‘ in the employment of the same employer ”’ meant a substantial 
continuous employment. It would be impossible for them now without 
overruling that and similar decisions to say that this workman had been in 
the employment of the employers for twelve months within the meaning 
of the schedule. The decision of the House of Lords in Lysons v. Knowles 
(1901, A. C. 79) that this Act applied to casual labourers did not interfere 
with the previous decisions of this court as to continuous employment, 
In his opinion the method of assessing the compensation adopted by the 
county court judge was right in this case and the appeal therefore failed. 

Srimiine and Marurw L.JJ., concurred. Appeal dismissed —Covnsn1, 
Ruegg, K.C., and Ellis Hill ; Shakespeare. Sourtcrroxs, Watson, Sons, § 
Room ; Griffiths §& Gardiner. 

[Reported by Exsxine Resp, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. 


ROTHWELL v. DAVIES. No.1. 24th April. 


Master anp Servant—Aprpiication by Master to Have Awarp 
Favour or Workman RevirweEp—ALLEGATION THAT Ivy Workman Sube 
MITTED TO A SuneicaL Operation He Micur Recais Use or Haxp— 
Ortration ATTENDED Wirn Some Risk—Rervsat or AnRsirRavTor 1 
Make ANY OnpER—WokkMen’s Compensation Act, 1897, Scuepute IL, 
CLAUSE 12, . 

This was an appeal from the refusal of the county court judge at 

Birkenhead to review an award made some time ago under paragraph 12 
of the first schedule to the Workmen’s Compensation Act, 1897, whereby 
the workman had been awarded 17s. a week as compensation for personal 
injury. Proceedings under the Act were originally taken by Davies, who 
was a joiner’s machinist, against his employer, Rothwell, to recover cqmpeil- 
sation for an accident that happened to him while he was planing some woot, 
The wood slipped in the machine and one of the fingers of his right hand was 
badly injured. Although the wound had healed, the bone protruded, and 
he was unable to earn the same wages as before. More than a year after- 
wards, the employer having requested the workman to submit to a surgical 
operation, which the workman declined to do except upon terms which the 
master did not accede to, commenced this arbitration asking that the 
weekly payment might be reviewed and diminished. At the hearing of 
the arbitration medical evidence was given to the effect that the proposed 
operation would probably be successful, but that 1t would be attended 
with a certain amount of risk. The county court judge refused to con 
sider the matter in that light, and also refused to send the case to a medical 
referee to have the question decided whether the suggested operation was 
reasonable and likely to be successful. The master appealed. In support 
of the master’s contention that the statute contemplated an injured work- 
man taking all reasonable steps to insure recovery, necessary in his case 
from a medical point of view, two Scotch cases, Anderson v. Ii’. Baird § (. 
Limited) (40 Scottish L. R. 263) and Dowds vy. Bennie & Son (10 Scottish 
L. R. 239), were cited. : 
Tue Covrt, without calling upon counsel for the workman, dismissed 
the appeal. 
Cottins, M.R., said this was a perfectly hopeless appeal. ‘The doctor 
all agreed that there was some risk attending the operation. What would 
be the feelings of the judge who had forced a man to undergo against his 
will an operation that proved fatal’ For himself he certainly sk yuld not 
like to take such a responsibility on his shoulders, and therefore he 
thought the learned judge was perfectly justified in refusiug to consider 
such evidence. He was surprised that such an appeal had been brought 
on behalf of the insurance company, who were really the appellants ™ 
this case, and who alone would benefit pecuniarily if the operation Wie 
performed, 

Srmumo and Maruew, L.JJ., concurred.—Counsus, Lawlinson, )- 

W. J. Lias; Pickford, K.C., and Otter-Barry. Sorscrrons, J. I. Thompon 

& McMaster, Liverpool; Thompson & Hughes, Birkenhead. 

teported by Exsxine Rusv, Eaq., Barvister-at-Law. 


High Court—Probate, &c., Division. 
WHITING v, TURNER. Bucknill, J, 24th and 27th April. 


Puovaty.—Exveutrion ov Wini—Arrveration CLAyse—P esc mrt. 





inevery month except May, June, and July, during the whole of which three 
mueomths he had been in howpital. In the other months he had worked for 
part A most weeks. In November, 1902, however, he did not work for 
the first ten day* of the month. He worked on the 11th, and then continued 
working every da ntil the 24th, when the accident happened, ‘The 
judge found as fast that the nature of the applicant’s employ- 
ment was that ff work under a daily contract, and hi cubetleteh the 
average weekly earnings, which were to be the baels of the compensmtion, 
by adding together the applicant’s actua) earnings for the vighteen days 


————E———E 


This was a probate action arising out of the testamentary dispositions of 
the late Mme, Juliette Antoinette Whiting, of Lavender-hill, 8.W., who 
died on the 16th of June, 1902, The plaintiff, Mr. Henry Paul Whiting, the 
on of the testatrix, ax onc of the next-of-kin, prayed for an intestacy: ' 
defendant, Juliette Elizabeth Marie, Lady Turner, the daughter © 
the testatrix, propounded, as residuary legatee, & holograph he 
written in French, but executed according to English form, dated t 


12th of October, 1895. The plaintiff alleged that the will wae net duly 
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having signed or acknowledged her signature in the presence of two 
witnesses present at the same time. It appeared that the deceased was a 
Frenchwoman whose husband had died in 1894, On the 12th of October 
Mme. Whiting executed a holograph will in French in the presence of two 
female servants. It was headed ‘‘ Mon Testament, 12 Octobre, 1895,”’ and 
byit she left her property toher three children, the defendant being appointed 
residuary legatee and the testatrix’s brother, M. Paul Brenot, executor. 
“After the death of the testatrix a printed attestation form was found 
among her papers. There was a certain conflict of evidence as to whether 
the witnesses were present both at the same time, and a letter was put in 
by the plaintiff’s counsel which it was contended shewed that there could 
have been no attestation clause in existence three days after the will 
purported to have been executed. If it was a question of the recollection 
of the witnesses, the court would act on the presumption ‘that the will 
was duly executed. The following cases were cited in the course of the 
argument: Blake v. Blake (7 P. D. 102), Gaze v. G. (3 Curt. 456), Gwillim 
v. Gwillim (3 Sw. & Tr. 200), Loyd v. Roberts (12 Moo. P. C. 158), Daintree 
vy. Fasulo (13 P. D. 67 and 102), In the Goods of Ashmore (3 Curt. 756), 
Faulds v. Jackson (6 N. of Cas. Supp. 1). 
Bucxniit, J., in delivering judgment, after stating the facts, said that 
the will in dispute was on the face of it a perfectly valid document, .a 
holograph will, in the French language. Among the testatrix’s docu- 
ments there was found a printed ‘‘ Universal form of will’’ containing 
special instructions as to the attestation clause. The plaintiff’s contention 
was that the will had not been signed by the testatrix in the presence of 
the two attesting witnesses, present at the same time, nor acknowledged 
by her to them. His lordship then reviewed the evidence of the witnesses, 
from which it appeared that their recollection was exceedingly hazy. It 
was suggested that the attestation clause had been added at a different 
time to that when the body of the will was written, but he did not accept 
that suggestion. He (the learned judge) found as a fact that the deceased 
understood what the attestation clause meant and must have been at some 
trouble to translate it from the ‘‘ Universal form’’ of will into the French 
language. It was clear that the deceased understood what an attestation 
clause meant, and, in the absence of evidence to the contrary, it was to be 
presumed that that was done which was stated therein to have been done. 
Butit was probable thatit was done, asthere wasdocumentary evidence shew- 
ing that the deceased laly was very particular as to the way in which things 
were done, andhe (the le arned judge) felt justified in coming to the conclusion 
that she was also taking care to follow the requirements of English law, 
with regard to the necessary formalities of signing her will and having her 
signature properly attested. In these circumstances he had little doubt 
that the witnesses both saw the testatrix’s signature before they them- 
selves signed. Did she sign in their presence? What was the evidence to 
rebut the presumption that she did so? The statements of two persons, 
who, although perfectly honest witnesses, had no clear recollection of any- 
thing more than that they had signed their names on the will now pro- 
pounded. The witness Stevens said she could not remember if she saw the 
deceased sign, and Casey said the same thing. That alone seemed to be 
sufficient for the decision of the case. In Blake v. Blake (7 P. D. 102) Lord 
Justice Holker (at p. 115) said: ‘‘ The will is upon the face of it in due 
form, the lady who made the will was properly instructed as to what she 
had to do; she knew it was necessary to sign it before witnesses, 
and that they should sign in her presence. The attestation 
Was In proper form; it is said that, all these matters being strictly 
correct, the maxim of law, omnia presumuntur rite esse acta, must apply. 
It was further sa‘d that the result should be the same, even though this 
finding would not be quite in accordance with the testimony of the 
witnesses. That might be the case if the witnesses who came forward 
to prove the will had been in doubt or could not remember whether 
they did or did not see the testatrix sign.’’ In Wyatt v. Berry (1893, 
P. 5), Gorell Barnes, J, (at p. 9) said: ‘The bearing of Wright v. 
Sanders n (9 P. D. 149) and Loyd v. R-berts (12 Moo. P. C. 158) appears 
to me to be quite clear. They really go to this—that where there is 
any doubt about the recollection of the attesting witnesses, when there 
ls anything from which the court can fairly say that the will ought to 
be held to be gocd, and that the recollection of the attesting witnesses 
ought not to be relied on as against the will, the court may say that 
it Is satisfied that the will was duly executed.’’ In Wright v. Sanderson 
9 P. D. 149) Fry, LJ. (at p. 163), said: “The codicil propounded is 
ex Jace perfectly regular as regards all the formalities of signature and 
attestation. The presumption omnia rite esse acta, therefore, applies to 
the codicil. Bit the conduct of the testator, both in the preparation 


of the codicil and in the calling together of his witnesses, shews an. 


anxious and intelligent desire to do everything regularly. That fact 
strengthens the presumption. That presumption is not, in my opinion, 
rebutted by the evidence of the two witnesses who think that the testator 
did not sign in their presence. . . . They were witnesses about whose 
honesty the learned President of the Probate Division entertained no 
doubt, but on whom he, who saw and heard them, felt that he could not 
rely to rebut the presumption which arises from the admitted facts of the 
case. The decisions cited in argument and referred to by the Lord 
Chancellor shew that the judges who have presided over the Court of 
Probate have long been accustomed to give great weight to the presump- 
tion of the execution arising from the regularity ex facie of the testamentary 
paper produced, where no suspicion of fraud bas occurred. In so doing 
they have, in my opinion, acted rightly and wisely.” In conclusion, the 
learned judge said the result was that he pronounced for the will of the 
12th of October, 1895. With regard to the costs, he thought that the 
costs of all parties should come out of the estate.—Counsxi, Bankes, K.C., 
and Barnard, for the plaintiff ; Sir Bdward Clarke, K.C., and Wille’, for 
the defendant; Bayford, for parties cited. Sorrcrrons, Frere ¢ (v,; 
Boxall § Bowall. 
[Reported by Gwyxxe Hai, Bsq,, Barristerat-Law, } 





High Court—King’s Bench Division. 


CORNFOOT v. ROYAL EXCHANGE ASSURANCE CORPORATION. 
Bigham, J. 23rd and 24th Feb.; Ist and 22nd April. 


Insurance (Martner) — Porrcy —Consrruction — Duration or Risk — 
“Tarrery Days 1x Port arreR ARRIVAL.” 


Action tried by Bigham, J., sitting with a jury. This was an action 
brought upon a policy of marine insurance to recover as for a total loss of 
the vessel Inchcape Rock. ‘The plaintiff was one of the owners of the vessel, 
and the defendants were the underwriters. The risk in the policy was in 
writing and was as follows: ‘* For a voyage from Portland, Oregon, by any 
route to Algoa Bay and for 30 days in port after arrival, however 
employed.’’ The printed portion of the policy was in the ordinary 
Lloyd’s form, which described the risk as running until the vessel “ hath 
moored at anchor 24 hours in good safety.”” These words ‘‘24 hours” 
were struck out, and the words “as above’’ were written over them. The 
jury found the following facts: (1) That the vessel arrived in Algoa Bay at 
10 a.m. on the 2nd of August, 1902; (2) that she was safely moored at 
anchor in the bay at 11.30 a.m., on the same day; and (3) that she was 
totally lost at 4.30 p.m. on the lst of September. On the 22nd of April 

Bicuam, J., inareserved judgment, said that there was one question to be 
determined, and that was, what was the meaning of the words ‘‘ 30 days,” 
whether it was to be taken to mean 30 consecutive periods of 24 hours or 30 
calendar days? The effect of striking out the words ‘‘24 hours ’’ and writing 
in the words ‘‘ as above ’’ was toincorporate at this point the earlier written 
words. Thus the duration of the risk might be described as extending 
until 30 days after the ship’s arrival and safe mooring at anchor in the 
bay. If the 30 days are to be calculated as periods of 24 hours beginning 
at 11.30 a.m. on the 2nd of August, the risk had run off at the time of 
the loss, otherwise if the 30 days are to be taken as meaning 30 clear 
calendar days. He did not suppose that there could have been any doubt 
about the duration of the risk if the policy had been issued in its original 
printed form, unaltered and without the written words. The risk would 
have lasted from 11.30 a.m. on the 2nd of August and from that moment 
until 11.30 a.m. on the 3rd of August. It could not have been contended 
that the first of the 24 hours did not begin to run until noon on the 2nd 
of August, for the period of time from 11.30 to 12.30 is as much an hour as 
the period of time from noon to 1 p.m. The expression “‘ 30 days” ought 
not to be read ina different way. No doubt the word ‘‘day” in some 
cases meant a period of 24 hours starting from midnight and ending at 
midnight. That would be a calendar day. He thought that the parties 
did not intend to use the word in that sense. The risk was to be a 
continuing risk. It was not to stop at 11.30 on the morning of the 2nd of 
August and then to revive at midnight, for that would have the effect of 
either imposing on the defendants a longer risk than they had bargained 
to undertake or of relieving them from liability during the hours from 
11.30 a.m. on the 2nd of August until midnight. Neither party, he 
thought, intended to make such a contract. He was satisfied that the 
ship was an arrived ship within the meaning of the policy by 11.30, and 
that the risk was to run continuously from 11.30 a.m. on the 2nd of 
August until the expiration of the 30 days, and no longer. Judgment 
for the defendants.—Covnset, Hamilton, K.C., and Leek; Serution, K.C., 
and Loehnis. Soxtcrrors, Botterell § Roche; Hollams, Sons, Coward, & 
Hawksley. 

[Reported by W. T. Tusrox, Esq., Barrister-at-Law.) 


FORMBY v. LAMPEL. Div. Court. 27th April. 


LANDLORD AND Texant—Lease—Covenant BY Lessez To Pay Taxes, Ratss, 

AND AssrssMENTS—EXpenses or Pavinc Roap—Pvxuie Heatran Act, 1875, 

s. 150, 

This was an cages from*the county court judge at Kingston. The 
following are the facts of the case: On the 2nd of October, 1579, certain 
premises were demised by the plaintiff to Edward Gorden for a term of 
twenty-one years. On the 22nd of May, 1899, Gorden assigned his interest 
to the defendant. On the 2nd of November, 1899, the defendant surren- 
dered his lease to the plaintiff and-was granted a new term for twenty-one 
years from the 29th of Septemher, 1899. The lease contained a 
covenant in these words: ‘The lessee shall pay all rates, tares, 
and assessments whatsoever which now are or during the said 
term shall be imposed or assessed upon the said premises or on the 
landlord or tenant in respect thereof by authority of Parliament or other- 
wise.”’ The plaintiffs action was to recover the sum of £25 18s. 1d., 
being the apportionment under section 150 of the Public Health Act in 
respect of expenses incurred by the local authority in paving the read in 
front of the demised premises. The paving was done in January, 1897, 
notice of apportionment was given on the 3rd of January, 192, and the 
demand of payment was made on the dnd of May, 1X2. The county 
court judge gave judgment for the plaintiff on the authority of Aexiger ¥. 
Arding (50 WR, 417; 1902, 1K, B, 700), Por the appellant it was contended 
that the terms of the covenant did not impose liability on the tenant, and 
Foulger Vv. Arding did not apply, as the ee. of the covenant were different. 
The case was covered by Baylis v. Jig, (1898, 2 Q. B. 315), the words of 


the covenant there being identical with the present one. Purther, the 
work was done before the lease was entered inte. Counsel cited the 


following cases ; Steck v. Meakin (48 W. R. 420; 1900, 1 Ch. GS), 
worth v. Recher (36 W. R. 544, 37 Ch, D, 585), Sertess v. Weedbense (1908, 
1 K. B. 306), Horst vy, Hirst (4 Ex, 571), Marlow v, Stevenson (48 W. R. 218; 
900, 1 Ch. 638), Mertly v. Hudson (4 C. PLD. 367, 28 WR. Dig. 419), 
Witkingon vy, Collyer 82 W. R. 614, 18 Q. BLD. SD). Por the phuntiff it 
was contended that the words of the covenant covered the case, 
‘The expense was an assessment imposed upon the landlord in respect af 
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the premises. The tenancy was a continuous one even though the original 
lease was surrendered. Counsel cited Payne v. Burridge (12 M. & W. 727) 
and Thompson v. Tapworth (16 W. R. 312, L. R. 3 C. P. 149). 
Tue Covrt (Lord Atverstong, C.J., and Wiis and Cuannet1, JJ.) allowed 
the appeal, 
Lord Atverstone, C.J.—This case has brought out the difficulty which 
arises when an attempt is made to find a way through the maze of cases 
for the purpose of laying down a definite rule. The charge in this case is 
for paving expenses, and the work was done two or three years before the 
lease, the apportionment being made three years after the lease was entered 
into. When Foulger v. Arding was before me, I thought words ought to be 
found imposing the liability on the tenant, and I came to the conclusion 
that the word ‘‘impositions’”’ was not sufficient for that purpose. The 
Court of Appeal took a different view, and I think that the judgment of the 
Master of tbe Rolls has considerably impaired the weight of those cases in 
which the court declined to place the liability on the tenant. I do not 
think, however, that the case of Fuulger v. Arding helps us here, as the terms 
of the covenant in that case are wider than those in the present case. I do 
not think that the terms of the present covenant are wide enough to impose 
the liability on the tenant.—Covnsex, J. S. Green ; N. O. Hodges. Soutct- 
Tors, Gregson, Warham, Waugh, & Gregson ; Ashley, Lumley, & Cooper. 
[Reported by Aas Hoa, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. ] 


CONTINENTAL CAOUTCHOUQE AND GUTTA PERCHA CO. r. 
KLEINTWORT, SONS, & CO. Com. Court. 23rd and 27th April. 


Mistake—Money Paro cunper Mistake or Fact—Payment to Wronc 


3ANK. 


This was an action brought to recover back a sum of £1,480 15s. 11d. paid 
by the plaintiffs to the defendants under a mistake of fact. The facts were 
as follows: Kramrisch & Co. carried on business in Liverpool as importers 
of rubber. The defendants, who were foreign bankers, were in the habit 
of making advances to Kramrisch & Co. on the security on the shipping 
documents of the rubber, and when the rubber arrived in this country 
the defendants continued the advances, holding the rubber itself as 
their security. When Kramrisch & Co. sold any part of the goods 
it was their practice to apply to the defendants for a corresponding 
delivery order, which the defendants gave them, thé reby enabling 
Kramrisch & Co. to fulfil their contract of sale with their buyer. 
In exchange for the delivery order Kramrisch & Co. assigned to 
the defendants the right to receive the purchase-money; this assign- 
ment Kramrisch & Co. completed by a written notice to the buyer 
notifying that the money was to be paid to the defendants. Thus the 
defendants got in place of the rubber the right to receive the price from 
the buyer. When the buyer paid the price the defendants credited 
the amount to Kramrisch’s account, and the transaction ended. 
Kramrisch & Co. also did business in this way with Brandt & Co. The 
plaintiffs were customers of Kramrisch & Co., and frequently bought 
parcels of rubber from them, and they were in the habit from time to time 
of paying the price to the defendants or to Brandt & Co. as the case might 
be im accordance with the directions given to them by Kramrisch & Co. 
In December, 1902, and January, 1903, the plaintiffs had bought from 
Kramrisch & Co. several parcels of rubber which had been held by the 
defendants as security for advances made to Kramrisch & Co. The defend- 
ants bad parted with these parcels of goods, getting from Kramrisch & 
Co. an assignment of the right to receive the price, of which assign- 
ment express notice in writing had been given to the plaintiffs. 
The goods were delivered to the plaintiffs, and from time to time 
in the early part of January the plaintiffs made remittances to the 
defendants on account of the price, and there remained a balance 
of £1,246 14s. 8d. to be paid by the plaintiffs to the defendants. 
At this time the plaintiffs were also purchasers from Kramrisch & Co. of 
three other parceis of rubber amounting to £ 1,480 15s. 11d., against which 
advances had been made to Kramrisch & Co. by Brandt & Co.; and the 
plaintiffs were, by virtue of an assignment made by Kramrisch in favour of 
Brandt, under au obligation to pay the price of these parcels to Brandt. 
By an error of on< of the plaintiffs’ clerks the fact was overlooked that this 
£1,480 15s. 11d. was to go to Brandt & Co., and the remittances for the 
whole amount (the £1,246 14s. 8d. and the £1,480 15s. 11d.) were sent by 
plaintiffs to the defendants. Therefore the defendants received an amount 
(£1,450 15s. 11d.) which onght to have been sent to Brandt & Co. On the 
7th of Febraary Brandt & Co. wrote to the plaintiffs to know why the 
money for the three parcels of rubber, the £1,480 15s. 11d., bad not been 
remitted to them in accordance with the undertaking created by the assign- 
ment. The plaintiff« then wrote to the defendants asking to have the matter 
put right by 4 return of the momey. ‘The defendants refused to return the 
money, alleging that in effect it had heen paid over to Kramrisch & Co. orhad 
been aceounted for to them; and further that on the faith of the repre- 
sentation made by the plainttff« that the money was available for Kram- 
Fisch & Co. in defendants’ hands, the defendants had been induced to 
give fresh credit to Kramrisch & Co., and further that whether the pay- 
ment had or had not induced the giving of fresh credit, the state of the 
accounts between Kramrisch & Co. and the defendants had in fact been 
alterea between the dates of the receipt of the money and the notification 
A the mistake. Shortly aft-r the notification of the mistake Kramrisch & 
Co. failed, and therenpom Brandt & Co. called on the plaintiffs to pay the 
£149) 15s. 11d. in accordance with the obligation created by the assign- 
ment, and the plaintiffs paid that «um. The question was whether they 
comld recover back from the defendants the amount of the first payment 
ee they could only prove against the bankrupt estate of Kramriach 

0. 





Zi. — Bionanu, J., said that in his opinion the plaintiffs could 
secover back the sum wo paid, Betore the defendants had advised Kram- 


money in the defendants’ hands to the plaintiffs’ use. The mere entering 
of the money to the credit of Kramrisch & Co. by the defendants in they 
own books gave no title either to the defendants or to Kramrisch & Qo, 
Such entry bound no one. If the mistake had been discovered and notified 
before the defendants’ clerk had made the entry in the defendants’ books, 
the plaintiffs could clearly have insisted on a return of the money. It 
would not have been competent to the defendants to say that, having 
received the money with instructions to credit it to Kramrisch & Co., they 
wcre either bound as regarded Kramrisch & Co., or entitled as regarded 
themselves so to deal with it. The notification of the mistake and the 
countermand of the instructions would have entitled the plaintiffs toa 
return of the money. ‘The mere entry by a clerk in the books could make 
no difference ; such an act could neither give any right to the defendants, 
nor until communicated could it give any right to Kramrisch & Co. If the 
communication to Kramrisch & Co. of the fact of the entry altered that 
state of affairs, if it vested any right in that firm to the money, then the 
money ceased to be money in the hands of the defendants to the use of 
the plaintiffs; and it became money in the hands of the defendants to 
the use of Kramrisch & Co., which the defendants were entitled to appro- 
priate toward payment of Kramrisch & Co.’s indebtedness to them. And 
it was to Kramrisch & Co. that the plaintiffs must look for its return. At 
this point the difficnlty, he thought, if there was any, arose. The defendants 
had contended that what happened was in fact equivalent to a payment of 
themoney by thedefendantsto Kramrisch & Co., andarepaymentof themoney 
by Kramrisch & Co. to thedefendants. And so perhapsit might have beenhad 
Kramrisch & Co. thought that the money was really intended for them, 
Kramrisch & Co., however, knew quite well that they were not entitled to 
the money; they knew that the money ought to have gone to Brandt & Co, 
How then could Kramrisch & Co. say that the money was in the 
defendants’ hands to their (Kramrisch & Co.’s) use? They knew it was 
not ; and if they had asked the defendants to pay it over they would have 
been committing a fraud. Kramrisch & Co.’s duty when they were 
alvised of the payment was to tell the defendants that there had been a 
mistake and that the plaintiffs had paid money into the defendant’s hands 
which they ought not to have paid. Instead of doing that they said 
nothing. The plaintiffs ought not to suffer on that account. In his 
opinion this money was paid into the defendants’ hands in such circum- 
stances of mistake as to make it money paid by the plaintiffs to their own 
use, and it had never ceased to have that character. The defendants must 
therefore pay it back.—CovnseL, Serutton, K.C., and Mackinnon; J. A. 
Hamilton, K.C., and Chaytor. Soxtcrrors, Stephenson, Harwood, § Co. ; 
Hollams, Sons, Coward, § Hawksley. 


[Reported by W. T. Turton, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. 





Law Societies. 


The Incorporated Law Society. 
GENERAL MEETING. 


A general meeting of the Incorporated Law Society was held at the 
society's hall, Chancery-lane, on Friday, the 24th ult., the chair being 
taken by Sir A. K. Rollit, M.P., LL.D., D.C.L., the president. Among 
those present were Mr. Charles Mylne Barker, Mr. James Samuel Beale, 
Mr. Edmund Kell Blyth, Mr. Ebenezer John Bristow, Mr. John Wreford 
Budd, Mr. Charles Cheston, Mr. Robert Ellett (Cirencester), Mr. William 
Edward Gillett, Mr. William Howard Gray, Mr. Henry Edward Gribble, 
Mr. John Hollams, Mr. Henry James Johnson, Mr. Stephen Henham 
King (Maidstone), Mr. William George King, Mr. Harry Wilmot Lee, 
Mr. Charles Edward Mathews (Birmingham), Mr. Richard Pennington, 
Mr. Thomas Rawle, Mr. Walter Trower, Mr. William Melmoth Walters, 
and Mr. Philip Witham, members of the Council. 


PRESENTATION OF PRIZES. 
The Prestpent said his first duty was to present, on behalf of the 
Council, the prizes and certificates of honour which had been awarded 
to those candidates who had distinguished themselves at the honours 
examination in January. He was sure that, on behalf of the Council and 
of the society, he might offer to those gentlemen their very sincere con- 
gratulations and express the hope—and, in fact, the confidence—that the 
distinction they had already achieved was but a promise of great dis- 
tinction in the profession, and of those abilities which would be a means 
of raising the status of their profession. He hoped, also, that greater 
honour was given to the work they had done and the prizes they had 
received by the fact that they were presented to them openly in the hall 
and in the presence of the Council and the members; and he ventured to 
add that : trusted, also, that this was not the last time that they 
would be seen there, but, being once there, they would in due course 
become members of the society, and take an active and useful part m 
the society's proceedings and in advancing the interests of their great 
rofession. He then presented the prizes and certificates as follows: 
First Class (in order of merit): Mr. Ashley Tabrum, Mr. Thos, Hidderley, 
Mr, George Baron, Mr. Gordon Denne Muggeridge, B.A. Second Class 
(in alphabetical order): Mr. John Fayrer Hosken, Mr. John Cromwell 
Conens-Prior. Third Class (in alphabetical order): Mr. Peter Ashcroft, 
Mr. Alfred Hardy Bentley, Mr. Francis James Gray, Mr. Laurence 


Harding, Mr. Wilfrid Hooper, LL.B., Mr. David John Kennedy, Mr. 
Charles Aikin Lawford, Mr. Harold Fellows Pearson, B.A., Mr. Frederick 
Renshaw Rawes, Mr. Albert Lewin Samuel. The following gentlemen were 
not present: First Claws, Mr. Alfred Norman Felix Goodman, LL.B. 





Sisch & Co. that the money bad been credited tw their account, it was 


Second Class: Mr. Edward John Avison, Mr. Jonathan Ross, Mr, Ernest 
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Anderton Steele, LL.B. Third Class: Mr. James Henry Sunderland 
‘Aitken, Mr. Richard Speakman Alston, B.A., Mr. ‘Thomas Ashworth, Mr. 
Gilbert Squarey Carver, Mr. Stephen James Coales, Mr. Walter Rackwood 
Cocks, Mr. Edward Wynn Edwards, Mr. Miles William Hutchinson, 
Mr. Charles Henry Knill Newcombe, Mr. Patrick Horace George O'Flynn, 
Mr. Charles Cecil Rawlinson, Mr. George Thomas. [he president ex- 
pressed his personal pleasure that so many of them had not only dis- 
tinguished themselves at the society’s examination, but also at the older 
and other universities, which was beneficial both te themselves and the 
fession. : 

Mr. TapruM returned thanks on behalf of himself and the other prize- 

winners. 
LzeGat Epvcation. 

The PRESIDENT observed that the gogo had generally taken the 
form of resolutions and questions; but he would take the opportunity of 
saying something on the more important matters on the agenda paper, 
and also conferring with them on one or two matters affecting the 
interest and welfare of the profession. He ventured to think that instead 
of the proceedings being always merely formal, it would be better that 


these special general meetings should be used for the purpose of com- | 


munications between the Council on the one hand and the members on 
the other. And if he ventured to allude to one or two topics, he wished 
it to be, understood that it was open to anyone in the hall to express a 
different View, and possibly to give them the experience and benefit of 
opinions which they might otherwise not have possessed. One advantage 
of the questions which were sent in was that they were suggestive of 
those points which were of interest to the profession, and indicated where 
such conference and communications might advantageously take place. 
In the first place, he had received a supplementary question from Mr. Ford 
with reference to legal examinations; and, espe after the ceremony 
which had just taken place, and after the expression of thanks on the 
part of the representative of the candidates, he was glad to be able to 
assure Mr. Ford of the interest of the Council in the subject of legal 
education. For the moment it had two branches—first, what the Council 
was doing in the society; and, secondly, which Mr. Ford had more 
particularly referred to, what was the attitude of the Council in regard to 
action which was being taken outside. In the society the Council quite 
remembered the promise which was given at the last annua? meeting— 
that it would, at the first opportunity, give its most serious attention to 
the question of the society’s own legal education—and he might say that 
a committee was appoirited almost immediately after the annual meeting, 
that it had held very numerous meetings, and that it had matured a 
scheme which had been adopted, so far as the report of the committee 
was concerned, by the Council, and which would be settled in all its 
details, he hoped, within a very short time. In addition, the Council 
had taken into conference the law students from all parts of the country 
and had heard their views for its benefit, and the only difficulty which 
he could contemplate—because he thought the Council was almost 
unanimous on the subject, both as to its importance and to the best mode 
of action—was the question of finance. So far as their means allowed 
and those means for the moment might be restricted by the new buildings 
which were in progress and the like, the Council, he was sure, were 
determined that there should be no obstacle to its doing the very best 
it could in favour of the education of their own students, and when they 
saw, as they had seen to-day, how many gentlemen were pursuing their 
legal studies, not only there and satisfying the society’s examiners, but 
obtaining honours elsewhere at the universities, he thought there was the 
greatest encouragement to the Council to pursue that course. And he 
would say that long before other bodies took action with regard to 
examination as a qualification for the profession of the law, the society 
was the pioneer of both, and its lectures were at that time for a very 
long period eminently successful, and the Council were endeavouring now 
to adapt them more to the demands of the moment, and they hoped that 
there was for their legal teaching a future equally assured. 


New Inn—C.irrorp’s Inn. 


Mr. Ford had also asked him to give information about the position of 
matters in reference to New and Clifford's Inns, and how far funds were 
ely to be available from these sources for the purpose of legal 
education. Mr. Harvey Clifton had also written him upon the subject. 
tre, again, the society had been the pioneer, and had been the means 
of rescung from mere proprietary absorption funds which would be 
available for general legal education. "He thought it was right to 
say that some ten years ago members of the profession took steps by a 
oe meeting to protest against the alienation of Clifford’s and New 
mis, as in the case of Serjeants’ Inn, the alienation of funds which were 
of a public character, and which ought to be made available for educa- 
tional purposes. Since then the Council had omitted no step to the same 
end. It was the relator in the New Inn case, and the result of its 
‘tion had been to place at the disposal of the Attorney-General, who 
would be called upon to formulate a scheme, something between £100,000 
and £120.000 for the purpose of legal education. Perhaps some of those 
resent had noticed that the Attorney-General had appeared in Mr. 
ustice Farwell’s court the other day—he might sey that the Attorney- 
General had asked him officially, as representing the society, to be 
resent—and he desired to bear testimony to the fact that the Attorney- 
neral in his address to the court most amply acknowledged the action 
the claims and the attitude the society would have to take in any 
theme that he might bring forward. It was also due to Sir Robert 
or to say that for many months-past he had given frequent interviews 


Council on the subject, and that he had told him (the president) 





more than once that nothing would be done, even in forming finally his 
own opinion, without full consultation with the Council as representimg 
the society. No attitude could have been more proper than that of the 
Attorney-General with regard to the society in recognition of what the 
society had done for legal education. . Of course the Attorney-General 
saw that the claims of the Inns of Court would have to be considered, 
and, in addition, he (the president) might say that there were very 
numerous claims both in London and the provinces, including the 
University of London, to some participation in the benefit of these funds. 
The Attorney-General’s idea was that he should be able to get all bodies, 
including the society, into line, with a view to the establishment of a 
school of law. He (the president) would mention that Sir Robert Finlay 
had quite admitted that whatever the society might be doing for educa- 
tion would necessarily be supplemented by of these funds, unless 
they should be directed into the channel to which he (the president) had 
referred. But the idea at the moment of the Attorney-General was that 
there should be founded in this country a school of law or legal university 
for general legal education, including that of bar students and students in 
the solicitor branch of the profession. He (the president) did not think 
that that view needed vindication, because anyone who was familiar 
with what was being done on the Continent and in the United States 
and elsewhere through schools of law must feel the necessity of a 
similar movement in this country. There was a precedent which was 
important, because so eminent an authority as Lord Selborne not only saw 
the desirability of a legal university, but attempted it, and, unfortunately, 
at that time failed. He did not fail owing to the want of co-operation 
or sympathy on the part of the Council of the society. An attitude was 
assumed by the society which was sympathetic and favourable subject to 
the settlement of details. But the whole project failed, and now the 
Attorney-General had more hope that he @ould be successful. He (the 
president) was sure that he spoke the view of the Council and of the 
society when he said that any proposal of that sort’ would be sym- 
pathetically considered by the society, and he hoped that the outcome 
of this movement would be that the very highest and best legal teaching 
which could possibly be given would be provided for the law students 
of this country as a body, and he would venture to add the hope that 
that law teaching would be of an essentially practical character, given by 
practical men, and directed to the administration of the law as a practical 
art as well as a great science. Perhaps the opportunity, too, might be 
taken of co-ordinating many means of legal and quasi-legal teaching at 
present not fully utilized, because they happen to be preceeding on 
parallel lines. But if in a great school of law teaching could be co- 
ordinated and consolidated, as, in his opinion, it would be on the part of 
the Attorney-General, materially aided by the action of the society, of 
very great service to the nation. In the meantime it seemed to him, and, 
he was sure, to the Council, that their duty was to put their own house 
in order. Whilst a project such as that to which he had referred must 
take necessarily a very large amount of time, there were reforms and 
improvements which could be made in the society’s teaching in the 
meantime, and if any such scheme should -ultimately be adopted, the 
society's position in relation to it would be greatly improved if they 
could have done as completely as possible their own duty in relation to 
their own students. 
Bankruptcy or Soricrrors. 

The next subject he desired to refer to had again been suggested by 
Mr. Ford, and was contained in the resolution on the agenda paper, to 
which he had referred—that of the question of the bankruptcy of 
solicitors, and the mode in which that bankruptcy should affect their 
pesition in the profession. He welcomed the resolution, because it con- 
tained an acknowledgment, which was a perfectly just one, of the 
efforts of the Council to do what they could to place in the most proper 
relation the interests, on the one hand, of the public, which were supreme, 
and, on the other, the interests of the profession—to seek to give security 
to the public and always justice to the members of the ahem He 
believed that the Council had always done its best, through its Discipline 
and Professional Purposes Committee, to reconcile those two great aims. 
he condition which had arisen which was referred to in the resolution 
was that formerly the society as registrar of solicitors had a discretion 
whether in the case of a bankrupt solicitor they should renew the 
certificate or refuse it. He believed the practice, which had existed for 
many years, and the discretion, which, he believed, was discreetly used. 
was approved by the Master of the Rolls, and he thought it was just, 
both to the public and also to the profession generally. But, unfor- 
tunately, that practice was overruled by a case in which it was held 
that the society had no such discretion at all—in other words. that. 
whether a solicitor were bankrupt fram misconduct or misfortane. no 
discretion at all was open to the society as the registrar, bat that it mast 
renew his certificate. The Council felt that a practice which had been 
useful, and which had been admittedly discreetly exercised, was a good 
one, and that that discretion ought, if possible, to be restored. No efforts 
in that direction had been spared. ith the approval of the Master of 
the Rolls, and the assistance of Lord Alverstone, the Lord Chief Justice. 
& Bill restoring that, discretion was passed t the House of Lords. 
but when it came to the Commons it did not pass there. So the Council 
determined that they would attempt by commencing in the House of 
Commons to pass the Bill, and so obtain the discretion. Fortunately, 
they secured a good place, and at the end of the King’s Speech the Bill 
was moved by himself on behalf of the Council, Tt was a Bill to restore 
the discretion in dealing with bankrupt. solicitors, Unfortunately — it 
contained a clause dealing with Treland. Irish members took objection, 
and he at once said they might have home rule in that matter, and that 
if they thought that such an exception should continue as reganied their 
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country they could do as they pleased; but that did not remove the 
obstacie, the opposition continued, and the Bill was ultimately not passed. 
He teit that the Council had done ail in their power in the direction 
which he had indicated. They had passed the Bili through the House of 
Lords, thanks to Lord Alverstone ; they had done their very best to 
pass it through the House of Commons, but he was afraid that was 
practically impossible. Having, through the committee which was ap- 
pointed # year or two ago, a special committee, owing to communications 
with the Uhancellor of the Exchequer of that time, Sir Michael Hicks- 
Beach, taken many steps with a view to meet the evil which had arisen, 
and having now suught power to do so more completely by obtaining the Bill 
to which he had reterred, and by a second clause in the Bill giving access 
to the bankruptcy file in order to gain information, it seemed to him 
that the suciety was not in w positivu to do more, that they had done 
the utmost they could do, and, he might add that, inasmuch as at the 
end of a year, if the certificate was not renewed a discretion did arise 
that tended to limit the fault, and though they would desire to re-possess 
a complete discretion, they were unable to obtain it, and they must, 
therefore, be content to do without powers which they felt would be 
extremely useful. ‘Lhat was his answer to Mr. Ford. What he proposed 
was practically the same view that primdé facie bankruptcy should 
cancei, at any rate temporarily, the right to practice, but that would 
also involve iegislation, and he confessed that, in the present state of 
business in the House of Commons during the continuance of that absurd 
rule that any one member might say “1 object,” and therefore that the 
Bill could not further proceed, and the still more absurd rule that if the 
business was not completed in ail its details in one session it must be 
re-commenced the next, instead of being carried over trom the point to 
which it had advanced, he felt that it was practically impossible to do 
more, and that, therefore, legislation in that direction was, at any rate, 
for the present, practically impossible. 
County Courts. 

Fortunately there was one matter of legislation in which the society 
had been more successful, that was the matter of county courts. The 
County Courts Bull was promoted by the society. Advisedly they 
restricted it to one clause, enlarging the jurisdiction of the courts from 
£90 to £100. He saw that even a member of the profession—he thought 
it was Mr. Kipling Common—whose letters he had read in the Z'imes, 
objected to such a Bill as entirely inadequate, and he was good enough 
to suggest that Sir Henry Fowler, whose name was upon it, and he (the 
president) had never had any experience of county courts, and that the 
Council was undertaking an entirely immature and incomplete scheme. 
At any rate, Sir Henry Fowler and he knew the difficulties of Parlia- 
mentary progress, and the practical impossibility almost of passing 
through the House, at any rate by a private member, of a Bill of 
numerous clauses, and he might say for himself that so far from never 
having had any experience in county court matters, that on the Council 
there were many like Mr. Ellett and others who had had a great 
deal of experience. He (the president) was a practitioner for many years 
in the county court and registrar for a great many more, so that they 
might be assumed, he thought, to know something, not only of the require- 
ments, but aiso of the difficulties of dealing with this subject. He would 
acknowledge at once that the Council were quite aware that a Bill of one 
clause did not deal completely with the county court question. ‘They were 
quite aware that the question of fees and costs would have to be dealt 
with. They knew pertectly well that a greater amount of work would 
involve more remuneration to the judges, or, at any rate, to some of 
them. They knew that, in some cases, there might b- difficulties arising 
with the ‘lreasury with regard to the provision of courts and the like, 
but they also knew that the judges—he had letters from some of them— 
were determined if the Bill passed to make the best of it, and that they 
felt able to do so, and the I'reasury must provide the means of giving 
proper local ami cheap justice if need be. ‘Lhe Council, also, were aware 
that there were many reforms in county court procedure which were 
desirable, but they had felt, and, he thought, rightly, that these were but 
a corollary to the main question of tentatively enlarging the jurisdiction 
from £50 to £100, and that the other reforms must necessarily follow, 
and they hoped that the Bill would be the means of giving ‘solicitors 
audience in 4 much larger number of cases, and of enlarging their 
practical experience, and of giving them access to one of the best schools 
of law in the practice of advocacy, and that when they knew, as he was 
able to say, that the Bill passed its second reading without a division in 
the House of Commons, and that it had the support of lawyers like Sir 
Henry Fowler and Sir Robert Reid and many others, that it had passed 
the Standing Committee again without a division, that it stood now in 
June for the report and third reading, and that it had been supported by 
an extraordinary number of petitions from nearly all the chambers of 
commerce and commercial bodies in the country, from nearly all the 
law societies of their own profession, from thi municipalities by an 
unanimous vote at the Guildhall! in London, he thought they would agree 
that it had behind it a force of public and professional opinion which 
ought to secure for it passage inte an Act of Parliament. At any rate. the 
Council would do their best in that direction, and he felt that they had 
taken lor years the right course in endeavouring to open wider the doors 
of practice for the profession and the right of audience, and at the same 
time the giving additional facilities for the administration of justice and 
the law, at a much less cost and delay to the suitors. 


‘ Banxrvrrcy Bi, 
He had received o question with regard to another Bill—the Bank- 
ruptey Bill—a Bill which was promoted by the society at the suggestion 





of one of the chief provincial societies, and which was directed to the 
removing the great hardship and evil—that in the case of real property 
if the bankrupt acquired it after his bankruptcy but before his discharge 
and subsequently sold or mortgaged it for valuable consideration and 
bond fide and without notice, yet the hand of the trustee in his bank- 
ruptcy might be stretched out and the innocent purchaser might be 
deprived, not only of the property itself, but of the money which he had 
paid for it or advanced upon it. ‘Che Council had done their best in the year 
to pass that Bill. He had been met by the opposition of only one member, 
who persistently said that the remedy was by registration of the fact 
of the bankruptcy in the Bankruptcy Court. That would mean, of 
course, numerous searches throughout the country, but the searches 
would not be effective because of the change of names on the part of the 
bankrupts, who traded after their bankruptcy and before their discharge, 
and the fact that they use their wives’ and other names for the purpose 
of concealing their identity. And there, again, a most valuable reform 
was prevented by the “I object” of a single individual. Mr. Ford had 
again suggested the question of the Long Vacation, that something ought 
to be done to deal with it. The society had done all that it possibly 
could. As many years ago as 1893 the Council felt the hardship of the 
stoppage of business during the vacation, and made a suggestion to the 
Lord Chancellor that at any rate certain business should be proceeded 
with as of course during the Long Vacation, but the Lord Chancellor 
did not see his way to adupt that suggestion, and the Long Vacation 
still continued to impede the progress of business. The Council were fully 
alive to the question, and again, he might say, had done all they could to 
accomplish the needed improvement. 


PREVENTION OF CORRUPTION BILL. 


Another member had written with regard to the Prevention of Cor 
ruption Bill. Mr. Ford had made a very useful suggestion in indicating 
what subjects were of interest to those who attended the general meetings, 
He (the president) might say that for some time past the Council had had 
its mind fully directed to that measure. While sympathising with the 
general principles of the Bill, they felt that there were some provisions 
which would bear most hardly upon perfectly innocent people, and they 
had communicated with the law societies throughout the country, and 
had asked.them to examine the Bill carefully and to take care that it 
was watched by local members in the interest of its being made a proper 
and, therefore, useful measure, instead of a measure which might be 
most injurious by carrying with it undue hardship and risk. The Council 
had had the measure under consideration, and all proper steps had been 
taken, and would be, to secure that it was passed, if it passed at all, ina 
proper and correct form. 

County Court RecistRars. 

Mr. Harvey Clifton had given notice of a question, and had written 
to say that he might be unable to be present. He had asked that he (the 
president) would deal with the matter. ‘The question was as follows: 
“‘Whether the registrarships of the City of London Court (‘a county 
court’) and also of the Croydon County Court are held by barristers, and 
how, if so, the fact is reconciled with section 25 of the County Courts 
Act, 1888, which requires registrars of county courts to be solicitors of 
the Supreme Court? Also, what steps the Council have taken or intend 
taking to prevent further breaches of section 20 of the Court of Probate 
Act, 1857, in regard to appointments of district registrars of the Court of 
Probate?” He had to say that section 25 of the County Courts Act, 1888, 
provided that for every court there should be a registrar who should bea 
solicitor of the Supreme Court of at least five years’ standing, and whom 
the judge should be empowered to appoint, subject to the approval of 
the Lord Chancellor. ‘he registrar of the City of London Court was 
Mr. Wilde, and of the Croydon County Court, Mr. Fox, both of whom 
were now at the bar, but were solicitors at the date of their appointment 
as registrars, so that their qualification was unimpeachable. ‘The other 
part of Mr. Harvey Clifton’s question referred to the probate district 
registrars. He had to say that of the qualifications of probate district 
registrars were prescribed, not only by section 20 of the Court of Probate 
Act, 1857, but also by section 8 of the Court of Probate Act, 1858. The 
latter section provided that clerks having served five years in the principal 
registry of the Court of Probate should be eligible to be appointed 
registrars of district registries of the said court. Mr. Harvey Clifton 
seemed to be under the impression that the appointments were confined 
to barristers and solicitors, but such was not the case. 


Work or THE Councit. 

He had only, in conclusion, to say that, having regard to the work 
which the Council and society did, and inasmuch as he did not take aay 
principal part in the work, especially of the Discipline and Professional 
Purposes Committee, he was more able to bear his testimony to the 
constant and arduous ana caretu’ work which was done by those com 
mittees, and he might add the Council, as he believed in the interest of 
the public and the profession, and he might make an appeal to the 
profession at this moment for an increase of membership, and in that he 
wanted all the members of the society to help him; ‘The value of the 
society to the profession could not be exaggerated. Some might think that 
it did not do as much as it might, but it was impossible to do every thing. 
No council, no representative Body worked harder or met more frequen! y 
than did the Council of the society. The society itself was an organisation 
which could be put in’ action at any moment in the interest of the pre 
feasion, and it was constantly being, put into action. He said advisedly, 
that he was sure that no opportunity was lost of watching the 
true interests of the profession, and of reconciling them with that w 
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was supreme and for which they existed—namely, the interests of the public. 
There were many solicitors who did not belong to the society. There 
were many firms who subscribed and therefore reaped the advantages, but 
whose individual partners did not themselves subscribe. He wanted to 
make a strong appeal to members of the profession, to non-members of 
the society, to join and help them. ‘The policy of the Council had been 
to make the institution much more open than it formerly was. The 
luncheon and dining rooms were successful, and they were open to every- 
body on terms which, for the present, were tentative, and which might 
be made even better still. There was no real complaint now about there 
being any “inner circle” or club or anything of the sort, and the Council 
was preparing the addition of many rooms to the building which would 
make it still more useful to members of the society. On the other hand, 
these additions would involve the sacrifice of revenue in the shape of 
rents and the like, and though the means of the society might be sup- 
posed to be large, they were by no means more than equal, if they were 
equal, to the work which the society was doing. Something more should 
be done for legal education, and he felt in the very highest degree that upon 
their persistence in the work of legal education, which had been so long 
and well done by the society, depended the status and the influence and 
the power of the profession, and, therefore, he did make a strong appeal 
that this year in which they were undertaking so much in providing 
additional convenience and enlarging their building there might be a 
great accession to the membership. He had fulfilled what appeared to him 
to be a useful duty in speaking about matters of current interest, and 
in anticipating the resolutions which were to be brought forward. It had 
struck him that it might be well that the president should on occasions 
take the opportunity of making a somewhat more formal address than 
had been usual, and of dealing with these questions when they were 
brought forward as links in the many cases of professional and public 
interest, which would be, in his opinion, otherwise than advanced by 
full and fair discussion in the hall. It was now open to anyone to 
criticize what he had said, largely personally, for he must not admit 
greater responsibility, but he hoped it was largely endorsed by the 
members of the Council on which he had the honour to serve. 


Bankrupt SoLicrrors. 


Mr. Cuartes Forp (London) said the president had transgressed the 
ordinary procedure in dealing with motions which were on the paper by 
adversely criticising them before the mover had had an opportunity of sub- 
mitting hiy views. He had always protested against the president or any 
member of the Council being at liberty, before a motion was brought for- 
ward, to anticipate what the member was going to say, and to make adverse 
remarks with regard to the resolution. It was inadvisable and unbusiness- 
like; but the members were greatly indebted to the president that he had, 
independently of motions on the agenda, mentioned matters of general 
interest which were not referred to there, and invited them to give their 
views thereon. They had never had an opportunity of doing this 
before. He moved the following resolution, of which he had given notice : 
“That this meeting, whilst readily acknowledging the continued efforts of 
the governing body of the society to protect the good name and status 
of our profession, is of opinion that much remains to be done to secure 
this end; and, looking at the fiduciary relations between solicitors and 
their clients, this meeting considers that adjudication in bankruptcy 
against a solicitor should of itself operate as a suspension of his certifi- 
cate to practise, but with power to the registrar of solicitors to renew 
such certificate if approved by the Discipline Committee of the Council.” 
He was conscious of the work of the Council, and had read with the 
greatest interest what the president had done in the House of Commons 
with reference to the matter. Whilst he recognized the importance of the 
opinion of the Council, still more important was the opinion of the 
society ; and the society had not yet expressed its opinion. He ventured to 
think the resolution would strengthen the Council in any further action 
they might take. He was sorry to hear the president say he had done 
all that he could. Notwithstanding the assurance of the Council that 
they had done all they could for years for legal education, they had now 
the assurance of the president that they must put their house in order, 
and the same remark applied to the bankruptcy question. He urged the 
Council not to throw up the sponge. He hoped that the president, or, 
at all events, some member of the Council would second the motion, 
which was merely in the sense of endorsing what the Council had done, 
and he hoped that they would continue their efforts. It could not be 
too widely known what the Council had done. 

The motion was not seconded. 

The Present observed that while resolutions and questions might be 
put on the agenda, it did not indicate that one member had a monopoly 
of such subjects, and they were all more or less public questions, which 
must constantly occur to everyone. He took it that it was quite open 
to the president in dealing with matters of public and _ professional 
interest to speak on them, he hoped impartially Leonie on any occasion. 
As to this particular motion, a was intended to be conveyed was, 
of course, that the Council and, he might add, he personally had 
done all they could to obtain what was desired. But legislation was 
necessary, and legislation was more necessary in the case of Mr. Ford's 
motion than in the case of the action of the Council, because he was 
quite sure that the objections would be increased in the case of Mr. 
Ford's proposal as compared with those of the Council. At the same time, 
the Bill was still before the society, and if Mr. Ford could see the 
members who opposed it and prevent their uttering the words “ T object,” 
he should be extremely pleased to move it any night when Mr. Ford 
would give him the assurance that opposition would not be forthcoming. 


Otherwise it would involve an expenditure of time and trouble which 
should scarcely be imposed upon anyone. He would have to attend the 
House of Commons every night after twelve only to hear the words 
“TI object,” and without rhyme or reason the Bill would collapse. The 
had done what they could, and would continue in the direction whic 
Mr. Ford advocated, in which they were entirely in common. 

Mr. W. P. W. Pxitmore (London) wishing to speak, 

The Preswent said that although the motion was not seconded, he 
would strain a point and hear him. 

Mr. Putitmore said his point was that even bankrupts had rights, and 
it was the right of every free citizen to earn his living. He did not think 
they should lightly take away that right even from a bankrupt solicitor, so 
long as his name still remained on the roll. Therefore he thought it 
would be far better if they confined themselves as a society to bankrupts 
from their own ranks as members of the society. The Bill, as at present 
brought forward in the House, would only lead, he felt sure, to the 
objectionable practice of “covering,” an irregular practice by persons 
whe were bankrupt. 

Lone Vacation. 


Mr. Forp further moved, in accordance with notice, the following 
motion: “That there appearing no prospect in the near future 
of any reform in regard to the Long Vacation, either on the 
lines recommended by this society or otherwise, this meeting is 
of opinion that efforts should be made by the Council of the society 
to extend the present pfactice as to what is Long Vacation business, 
and it is accordingly hereby referred to the Council to consider and 
report what class of business pending at the commencement of the 
vacation should be transacted in the Law offices and before Long Vacation 
Judges during the vacation, which, if postponed till after the vacation, 
would by such delay involve injury to suitors in His Majesty’s High 
Court of Justice; the Council at the same time to consider the question 
of whether such injury should be a matter to be certified by counsel, 
such certificate not to extend to the trial in Court of any cause or 
matter not vacation business under the existing practice, unless the 
vacation judge accepts such certificate.” He said the motion was put in 
a very docile, amiable form. It simply referred the matter to the 
Council to report. It was a — upon which even the Bar Council 
had taken some action, and had come to some resolution in relation 
thereto. It was only by pegging away at a subject of this kind 
that they could hope for reform. It seemed to him that as they 
could not get any modification of the existing state of things with 
regard to the duration of the Long Vacation, the next endeavour should 
be to throw open the door to other business to be regarded as 
vacation business. Hardly any business was conducted between the 
12th of August and the 10th of November. He could not help 
thinking that if the Council could spare time to appoint a 
small committee, formed of men experienced in this particular kind 
of work, as to the work which they might fairly ask to be taken in 
the chambers, offices, and courts, some good might be done. If it 
was a mild request, he hoped that the Lord Chancellor would see his 
way to granting it. He brought the matter forward entirely on public 
grounds. It was almost a disgrace that there should bea cessation of justice 
for so long a period. He would like to alter the motion so as to step 
_ the words “His Majesty's High Court of Justice,” leaving out 
the rest. 

Mr. PHI~iooRE wished to second the motion as it appeared on the 
agenda. But really the alteration put one somewhat in a difficulty. 
He-could not second it in its new form. He questioned the right of a 
member to give notice of a motion and then to vary it before putting 
it to the meeting. 

Mr. Forp said he understood that he had leave to alter it. 

The Prestpent remarked that leave had been given to Mr. Ford te 
vary the motion, and in the new form it was not seconded, and therefore 
there was an end to it. No evil would result, because the Council 
commenced this work in 1893, and had been more or less at it ever since. 

Mr. Forp was proceeding to address the meeting further, but the 
PRESIDENT ruled him out of order. Mr. Ford then declined to put the 
questions which the President had referred to as having been sent to 
him, but which did not appear upon the agenda paper. 





The Annual Meeting of the Bar. 


The annual general meeting of the bar was held on Tuesday. 

The Arrorney-Grnerat presided, and, in moving the adoption of the 
annual statement, said that it must not be supposed that the statement 
represented the labours of the Council, for many points were privately 
settled of great interest to the ,profession. It woud be seen that com- 
munications were received from other bars, and it seemed likely that 
similar institutions would be established in our colonies, As to the 
business of the Appeal Court, the statement made before Easter shewed 
that arrears were greatly diminished on the common law side, and that 
practically none existed on the Chancery side. The Act of last year 
enabling the court to sit in three divisions instead of two had proved of 
great value. » The committee appointed for the consideration of the County 
Courts Bill adopted a resolution expressing disapproval of the measure on 
the ground that, as these courts were, in the main, still small debt courts, 
the extension of jurisdiction proposed must operate to the detriment of 
the smaller class of suitors. A report had also been received from a com- 
mittee of the Council on the Defence of Poor Prisoners Bill, to the effect 
that it was desirable, in the interests of justice, that every prisoner should 
be furnished as soon as possible with the details of the change made ne 

ould 





him, with a copy of the depositions, and every exhibit thereto, and 








476 THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 





May 2, 1903. 





have, if desired, professional aid and reasonable means of bringing his 
witnesses to court, even if he should be unable to pay for these facilities. 

Mr. Warmrincron, K.C., chairman of the Council, seconded the motion, 
and said he regretted that the Council were unable to carry out the 
instructions with regard to the Long Vacation. They had done what they 
eould, but there were powers above the bar and the Bar Council, and those 
powers did not take the same views that the Council did. 

Mr. Canasé said that the questionjof the Long Vacation had been discussed 
two years ago, and the Council had not shewn much alacrity in furthering 
the wishes of the meeting. The Incorporated Law Society had been 
approached, but because the solicitors could not have all their own way in 
reducing the vacation from the Ist of August to the lst of October, they 
would not support the change of dates without shortening suggested by 
the bar—viz., to have the holidays from the 1st of August to the 12th of 
October. 

Mr. Hynxpman asked whether the higher powers referred to had given 
any reason for their obstruction to the almost unanimous desire of the 
profession. 

Mr. Warmrincron said it was not for him to say. The Incorporated Law 
Society had passed a resolution that no change would be satisfactory which 
did not provide for the shortening of the vacation. Then they had gone to 
the benchers of the Inns, and they did not think they could take any further 
step. If the meeting desired, their views might be communicated to the 
Lord Chancellor; but it was not settled whether a change could be 
effected by the Rule Committee, or whether an Act of Parliament was 
necessary. 

Mr. Canank, at the suggestion of the Attorney-General, moved, and Mr. 
HynpMan seconded, a motion that a rider should be added to the resolu- 
tion to the effect that the Council should forthwith take steps to effect the 
alteration desired. 

Sir E. Ciarxe in principle entirely agreed with the solicitors; but, as to 
the question at issue, he thought they should be ashamed of themselves if 
they could not find some means of impressing their views upon those who 
had had their training at the bar and owed their present position to their 
life in the profession. 

The rider was carried. 

Mr. Newsott moved a resolution condemning the County Courts Exten- 
sion of Jurisdiction Bill. 

Lord Ronert Crctt seconded the resolution. The Bill, he said, would 
amount to a revolution of county court procedure, and change the entire 
nature of the courts. They were right to demand that before that was 
done the whole system of county courts should be reconsidered. 

Sir Epwarp Crarke said that Parliament could not carry a measure of 
consolidation of the county court system. He declined to look at the 
the matter from the point of view of the bar alone. He suggested that 
there was a better way of dealing with that question. The Bill was being 
considered in a special and curious way, and it was a most unsatisfactory 
measure. He, personally, would like to see the position of county court 
judges raised, and the courts made district courts of the High Court, and 
the judge chairman of the local quarter sessions. His suggestion was that 
they should adopt a resolution that the Bill now before the House of 
Commons was an inadequate and incomplete attempt to deal with the 
county court system, and that in their opinion no such Bill should be 
accepted without a careful inquiry by a commission into the system as 
established, and the extension of the jurisdiction and the raising of the 
position of the judges of those courts. 

The motion was then put in the following form: ‘That this 
meeting adopts the report of the Bar Council in disapproval of the Bill now 
before the House of Commons, and considers that Bill to be an inadequate 
and incomplete attempt, and that no such Bill should be accepted without 
inquiry by a Select Committee as to the extent of jurisdiction and the 
cheapening of the procedure of county courts and the raising of the 
position of the judges,’’ and it was carried by forty-four votes to forty-two. 

A vote of thanks was passed to the scrutineers and other officers. 

Sir Epwarp Cranke, in moving a vote of thanks to the Attorney-General, 
said that he had only one fault to find with his learned friend—that was, 
that he was still Attorney-General. This was due to the habit which 
distinguished lawyers had of occupying their offices for a very long term. 

Mr. Warmisctow seconded the resolution, which was passed. 





United Law Society. 


i 27.—Mr. J. F. W. Galbraith presided, and Mr. Bourchier F. 
Hawksley moved the following motion: ‘‘ That the efficient development 
of South Africa under the conditions now established demands the 
utilization of all sources of production and profit, including the employ- 
ment of native and foreign labour.”” Mr. J. W. J. Cremlyn, on behalf of 
the Gray’s-inn Debating Society, opposed the motion, and the speakers 
were Messrs. Kh. N. Green-Armitage, E. L. Price, J.T. Healey, J. W. 
Weigall, F. 0. Clutton, W. Larkins, and W. E. Singleton. The motion 
was lost. 





Law Association. 


A meeting of the directors was held at the hall of the Incorporated Law 
Society on Thursday, the 24rd of April, Mr. Arthur Toovey in the chair. 
The other directors present were Mr. Burt, Mr. Daw, Mr. Nisbet, Mr. 
Peacock, and Mr. Vallance. An immedsate grant of £15 was made in 
relief to an applicant, three new members were elected, the annual general 
court was fixed to be held on Thursday, the 28th day of May, and other 


Law Students’ Journal. 
Council of Legal Education, 


The following are the class lists upon the recent Easter Examination 
held in Gray’s-inn-hall on the 3lst of March and the Ist, 2nd, and 3rd 
inst. L.I. means Lincoln’s-inn, I.T, Inner Temple, M.T. Middle Temple, 
and G.I. Gray’s-inn : 

Frvat EXAMINATION. 


Class I.—Certificates of Honour (in order of merit).—J. G. Hurst, M.T.; 
T. Cuthbertson and J. H. Whitworth, I.T. 

Class II. (alphabetical order).—E. 8. Andrew, L.I.; V. R.S. R. Balfour- 
Browne, M.T.; P. D. Botterell and W.J. Braithwaite, I.T.; A. Cheron, 
L.I.; B. R. M. Darwin and F. B. Eliot, I.T.; H. W. W. Grain, M.T.; 
J. C. Gwyn, I.T.; H. H. Harding, G.I.; P. G. Hastings, M.T.; R. P. 
Hills, 1.T.; C. W. L. Launspach, M.T.; C. H. Lyell and Brajendra L, 
Mitter, L.I.; H. E. Peacock, M.T.; Colin Smith and Tycho Wing, I.T. 

Class III. (alphabetical order).—Gulamdastgir K. K. Aga and H. W. 
Beveridge, I.T. ; C. C. Black, M.T.; G. E. P. Bowman, L.I.; E. A. 
Bridge and F. Brocklehurst, L.I.; D. M. Buchanan, I.T.; F. R. Bush, 
L.I.; F. A. Coe, M.T.; J. T. Colledge and J. H. Croysdale, I.T.; 
B. Dickinson, L.I.; G. L. A. Dodd, I.T.; J. H. Earls, M.T. ; Mohammed 
F. Elahi, G. W. Falkner, E..H. L. Hadfield, C. Hartree, and J. H. Hew- 
lett, L.I. ; E. Jacomb, I1.T, ; A. R. Kennedy, L.I. ; H. W. Lewis, M.T.; 
J. B. Lincoln, I.T.; A. H. Marshall, G.I.; H. McKenna, I.T.; Pandit 
G. P. Misra and Khan M. Nusrullah, L.I.; G. J. Oakey and H. A. de C. 
Pereira, I.T.; R. L. Prince, M.T.; W. D. Rogerson and C. F. Roundell, 
I.T.; Mohammed Said and R. 8S. Segar, M.T.; Nirinal C. Sen, G.L; 
Akbar Shah and E. B. Sherlock, M.T.; N. W. Smith-Carington and J. C. 
Watt, I.T.; V. B. Wills, M.T.; J. M. St. J. Yates, I.T.; Tehmuras D. 
Zal, M.T: 

The number examined was 80, of whom 63 passed. 


Evivence, Procepure, axp Criimat Law. 


Class I.—W. J. L. Ambrose, M.T.: Ff. C. A. Barrett-Lennard, F. T, 
Barrington- Ward, and R. W. Baxter, L.I.; W. H. Beveridge and A. T. 
Bucknill, I.T.; Camajee, B. N. Cama, G.I. ; T. E. Forster, W. 8S. Glyn- 
Jones, D. Hagley, and C. E. Law, M.T.; J. R. Lort-Williams, L.I.; W. 
E. St. C. Moor, M.T. ; Fardunji B. Motiwala, G.I.; F. C. Niemeyer, L.T. ; 
G. C. Rankin, L.I.; R. J. Lilley, G.I.; G. G. Sutton and W. J. Wynn, 
M.T. 

Class II.—Syed S. Ahmed and J. A. C. Burke, G.I.; C. A. Chizzola, 
M.T.; S. A. Clarke, L. J. Cornish, and L. J. Counsel, G.I.; T. Dawson, 
L.I.; M. J. de Freitas, I.T.; W. P. Donald, G.I.; W. Edge, M.T.; 
G. M. Gathorne-Hardy, I.T. ; A. W. Goodman, G.I.; W. P. Groser and 
A. T. Isaac, I.T.; W. Jago, L.I.; J. W. Jenkins, M.T.; A. S. Lupton, 
G.I.; J. G. Lyons, M.T.; R. L. Megarry, I.T.; R. J. Meller and Cora- 
vanda N. Muttannah, M.T.; E. T. Nelson, L.I.; G. J. Oakey, LT.; 
E. J. Parry, G.I.; J. C. R. Pohl and F. W. A. Prideaux, M.T.; Vombat- 
kere P. Row, G.I.; G. J. Rycroft, M.T.; H. E. Smith, 1.T.; A. 58. 
Tawell, M.T.; F. C. Thomson, I.T. 

Class III.—W. Allan, I.T.; M. G. Archibald, M,T.; H. B. 8. Banning, 
I.T.; C. C. Barker, L.I.; M. B. Blake and T. Buissinné, 1.T.; C. M. B. 
Byles, L.I. ; Raj K. Chatterjee, G.I.; C. L. Chute, I.T.; W. W. Coombs, 
M.T.; F. H. Dalston, L.I.; D. G. W\ Davies, M.T.; G. F. Deas, L.I.; 
R. E. A. Dudman, G.I.; E. C. Fulton, M.T. ; Sarat K. Ghose, J. C. Hayes, 
and Hon. G. W. A. Howard, I.T.; H. 8. Howard, L.I.; R. B. Howorth, 
I.T.; Mirza Jalaluddin, G.I. ; Basanta K. Lahiri, L.I.; H. J. Leaning, 
M.T.; R. G. C. Livett, M.T.; 8. A. L. O. Macauley, L.I.; G. MeL. 
Marshall and J. B. Marshall, 1.T.; T. W. Morgan, G.I.; J. P. 
Obeyesekere, I.T.; D. V. Pereira, G.I.; W. Pitman,S. H Plummer, 
M. J. Pretorius, and Suryakant Ramdas, M.T.; T. 8. Saldanha, L.L., 
Prosanto K. Sen, G.I.; Tha Hnyin, L.I. ; D. Thomas, G.I.; F. W. H 
Weaver, I.T. 

The number examined was 112, of whom 89 passed. ‘T'wo candidates 
were postponed until the Michaelmas examination, 1903. 

The special prize of £50 is awarded to F. ‘I’. Barrington- Ward, Lincoln’s- 
inn. Mr. Wynn and Mr. Rankin in that order would have been recom- 
mended for the prize had they not been disqualified by age. 


ConstiruTiIonaAL Law anp Lecat History. 

Class I.—J. Abady, M.T.; B. R. T. Grindle, I.T. ; Manohar Lal, L.I. ; 
Prabhat K. Mukerji, M.T. 

Class I1.—W. H. Beveridge, I.T.; W. R. Bryett, L.I.; Camajee B. N. 
Cama, G.I.; C. W. Clinton, L.I.; J. H. Edgar and A. E. Ellis, M.T.; 
E. H. Harris, G.I. ; J. G. Hurst, M.T.; A. H. Liddle, A. P. Savindrana- 
yagam, and D. Segur, I.T. ; G. V. Smith, L.I.; J. B. Tetley, G.I.; G.R 
Venables and J. B. Wroughton, I.T. : 

Class III.—A. C. Aglionby, H. B. 8. Banning, A. G. Biden, and J. E. 
Biney, I.T. ; Pran K. Bose and W. R. Briggs, M.17.; F. C. Brown, D. M. 
Buchanan, and W. R. Buchanan-Riddell, Lt. ; J. A. C..Burke and J. F. 
Butler-Hogan, G.I.; A. E. Casper and J. M. K. Chadwick, M.T.; ©. L. 
Chute; G. B. Cobb, and 8. M. Collins, 1.T.; W. W. Coombs, M.T.; 
8. C. R. Crawford and D, T. Davies, 1.T.; G. F. Deas, L.I.; H.J. de 
Trafford, 1.T.; J. M. Diggle, M.T ; Moreshwar R. Dixit, B. P. Dobson, 
and O. F. Dowson, I.T.; f W. Draper, M.T.; J. W. Drew, L.I.; W. H. 
Drummond, I.T.; C. R. Duerden, M.T.; J.G. Duncan, I.T. ; L. A. R. M. 
d’Unienville, M.T,; 8. G. Dunn and C. W, Farwell, L.I. ; M. I. Finucane, 
M.T.; R. G. FitzGerald, L.E.; W. M. Freeman, M.''.; G. E. Garrick, 
I.T.; W. Goodman, G.I.; A. G. Greenwood, J. 8. Herbert and 


8. Aijaz Husain, M.T. ; W. T. W. Idris, G.I. ; J. W. Jenkins, A. Johnson, 





general business was transacted. 


and Mohsin A, Khan, M.T.; F. P. Knox, 1.T.; Basanta K, Lahiri, L.1.; 





Mol 


heey 
* Bes 


~~ mQ 
6... 


PP. as 


aes 
Peers 


ro bd ed 
°° 


2 ei e ee ete ao oe 


- =m ee Ot ee ete oS a oe cf 








oe ow 


a? 
~ 8 6 





May 2, 1903. 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 





(Vol. 47.) 477 














Subodh C. Mallik, M.T.; M. C. M’Creagh-Thornhill and Vasudéo B. 
Mehta, I.T.; Kizhakepat 8. Menon, M.T; Hasan A. Mir, L.I.; Satis C. 
Mitra, M.T.; T. W. Morgan, G.I.; H. C. Mortimer, I.T.; Chettur M. 
Nayar, M.T.; J. P. Obeyesekere, W. H. Otter, and R. C. A. Palmer- 
Morewood, I.T.; A. Porter and A. Raphaely, M.T.; J. V. Rees-Roberts 
and H. F. Ribeiro, L.I.; Earl Russell, G.I.; W. Saxon, L.I.; D. Sayer 
~andC. D. Schwann, I.T.; A. L. Screech, M.T.; L. O. F. Sealy, G.I.; 
W. J. H. Seymour-Leet, M.T.; H. E. Smith and F. C. Thomson, I.T. ; 
R. A. Unthank, M.T.; Jenhangir H. Vakeel, G. H. Williams, and H. T. 
Wright, I.T. 

The number examined was 135, of whom 95 passed. Four candidates 
were postponed until the Michaelmas examination, 1903. 

The special prize of £50 was not awarded. Mr. Abady would have been 
recommended for it had he not been disqualified by age. 


Roman Law. 


Class I.—M. W. Hughes, I.T. ; T. Parker, L.I. 

Class II.—Mohummud A. Ali, L.I.; W. Allen and P. Appasamy, I.T. ; 
Mohommad A. Bari, L.I. ; 8. Barton, M.T.; G. P. Cobbett, L.I.; J. M. 
Diggle and E. G. M. Dupigny, M.T.; F. L. C. Floud, L.I.; L. .N. 
Goddard and E. W. Godfrey, M.T. ; R. A. Gordon, I.T.; F. A. Iremonger 
and J. E. Jarvis, M.T. ; L. Johnston, I.T.; Mangesh B, Kolasker, L.I. ; 
H. A. Lane, G. St. J. McDonaid, Jatindra N. Mitra, and H. W. Morrison, 
G.I. ; E. D. Moses, Taravata G. Nayar, E. H. C. O’Flaherty, and G. C. 
Painter, M.T.; E, L. Price, G.I. ; 8. O. Purves and Raizada H. Raj, L.LI. ; 
J. L. H. W. Savary, G.I.; H. Seward, L.I.; W. J. Spratling, M.T. ; 
F. Y. Stanger, L.I.; C. B. L. Tennyson, G.I.; F. 8. Toogood and S. 
Wade, M.T.; E. E. G. Williams, I.T. 

Class I1I.—J. C. Adam, M.T.; A. Alexander and H. C. Bartlett, G.I. ; 
A.E. Beamish, M.T.; W. H. Beveridge, I.T.; E. A. Bloomfield, G. A. W. 
Booth, and Pran K. Bose, M.T.; J. F. Boston, L.I.: F. C. Brown, I.T. ; 
J P. Brown-Pobee and W.R. Bryett, L.I.; A. T. Bucknill, LT. ; 8. L. H. 
Bucknor, M.T.; E. C. Cameron, I.T.; A. L. Cartar and 8. B. Changan, 
G.I.; 8. P. Christie, I.T.; J.T. N. Cole, M.T. ; N. D. Dass, L.I.; H. de 
Selincourt, H. J. de Trafford, and G. B. Duncan, I.T.; J. R. M. Glencross ; 
L,I. ; Mohammad A. Hafeez, M.T.; Jaffer Hajeebhai, I.T. ; Abul Hasan, 
L.I.; J. B. Herbert, I.T.; H. A. Hind, L.I.; R. D. Hodgson, I.T. ; 
E. A. Hoffgaard, M.T.; F. Holland, I.T.; Mohomed H. Hosain, A. B. 
Howes, J. W. Jenkins, and Ehtesham A. Khan, M.T.; P. Lee, I.T.; 
P, P. Leschallas, M.T.; G. D. Lua, LT.; 8 A. L. O. 
Macaulay, L.I.; J.-H. H. Manley, M.T.; F. Marsham-Tounshend, I.T. ; 
G. A. A. Mathews, L.I.; Vasudeo B. Mehta and J. S. Mills, I.T.; C. M. 
Nayar, M.T.; P. M. P. Percival, L.I.; W. T. Porter and K. E. Poyser, 
L.T.; G. Remer, M.T.; B. E. Ross, I.T. ; 8. O. Rowan-Hamilton, L.I. ; 
G. Royle, M.T.; F. K. Sandbach and P. San Hla Aung, G.I.; Biren- 
dronath Sasmal and W. A. Savage, M.T.; A. P. Savindranayagam, I.T. ; 
R. 8. Segar, M.T. ; L. J. V. Sellier, I.T.; W.C. J. Shortt and J. 8. Smit, 
M.T. ; H. N. Spalding, L.I.; J. E. Tapley and D. Thomas, G.I.; G. R. 
Venables, I.T.; E. J. Williams, M.T.; S. E. Williams, I.T.; G. J. M. 
Wolmarans, G.I. ; A. E.S. Wynell-Mayow, M.T. 

The number examined was 143, of whom 107 passed. Two candidates 
were postponed until the Michaelmas examination, 1903. 





Law Students’ Societies. 


Law Srupents’ Denatinc Soctery.—April 21.—Chairman, Mr. Alfred 
Dods.—The subject for debate was: ‘‘ That this house approves of the 
Trish Land Bill now before Parliament.”” Mr. R. P. ©. Johnson opened 
in the affirmative; Mr. Eustace B. Ames seconded in the affirmative. 
Mr. Ernest Nash opened in the negative; Mr. Leggett seconded in the 
negative. The following members also spoke: Messrs. Boland, Pleadwell, 
H. C. Myers, and Tebbutt; and the opener replied. The motion was 
carried by seven votes. 

April 28.—Chairman, Mr. G. Herbert Head.—The subject for debate 
was: ‘‘ That the case of Robinson v. Giffard and Others (19 Times L. R. 337), 
was wrongly decided.’? Mr. W. Hooper opened in the affirmative; Mr. 
I. E. ©. Adams seconded in the affirmative. Mr. W. Hughes opened in 
the negative; Mr. A. E. Hogan seconded in the negative. The following 
members also spoke: Messrs. Pleadwell, Singleton, W. Valentine Ball, 
H. C. Myers, W. B. Cocks, Hugh Rendell, Cooke, Aglionby, J. I. 
Moulton, and F. A. Coe. The opener having replied, the chairman 
summed up. The motion was lost by nine votes. 


Brewrncuam Law Srupents’ Socrery.—A joint debate took place in 
the Law Library, Bennetts-hill, on the 7th of April, between the Birming- 
ham Law Students and the Birmingham Chartered Accountants’ Students, 
when the chair was taken by Mr. Frank 8. Pearson, LL.B., and the 
subject for discussion was: ‘‘That this meeting disapproves of the 
Licensing Act, 1902.’’ The speakers for the affirmative were Messrs. C. 
Braden Allen, E. A. B. Cox, A. F. Mason, OC. R. M. Parr, R. A. Willes, 
and E. Cripwell; and for the negative Messrs. W. H. Coley, R. G. 
Squiers, H. W. Lyde, E. Fisher, J, H. Round, and R. A. Tench, After a 
lengthy debate of a most interesting and amusing nature, the respective 
Openers replied and the chairman summed up. The question was then put 
to the meeting, and resulted in a win for the negative by a majority of 
seven. A hearty vote of thanks to Mr, Pearson for his kind and able 
services brought the meeting to close. 








The present list of House of Lords appeals consists, says the 7\nes, of 
twenty-nine cases, of which nineteen are English, three are Irish, and seven 
are Scotch appeals, ‘There are also four claims to peerages depending, and 
eleven cases awaiting judgment, 


The Land Transfer Act. 


At a meeting of the United Wards Club of the City of London, held on 
the 22nd inst., Mr. J. 8. Rubinstein gave a lecture on ‘‘ The Land Transfer 
Act of 1897.’’ In the course of the lecture he pointed out that Land 
Registration Acts were first passed in England and in New South Wales in 
1862. The latter, known as the “‘ Torrens Act,’’ although a permissive Act, 
had worked most successfully in regard to Crown titles that were granted 
shortly before or subsequent to that date; but older titles, under which 
the bulk of the land was held, could not be registered owmg to the 
difficulty and expense of tracing them. The English Act, however, 
failed completely, the titles here being all old ones. In 1875 another 
Act was passed which also proved a dead failure. Notwith- 
standing this Parliament was induced in 1897 to pass an Act 
making registration compulsory. The 1897 Act was accepted as an 
experiment; the e intention being that the system should be 
tried in one county only for three years. A system that was bad as a 
permissive one could not succeed simply by being made compulsory. The 
compulsory system had now been in operation in London since the 
Ist of January, 1899, and no one could dispute the fact that it had seriously 
added to the difficulty, expense, delay, and risk of dealing with London 
properties. The additional expense in the case of small purchases 
—from £90 to £1,000—ranged from 24 per cent. to 41 percent. The result 
was to create, apparently for all time, at the expense of the public, a divi- 
dend-paying gold mine in which the officials were willing and the 
solicitors unwilling shareholders. Possessory titles were practically the 
only ones now being registered, as during the three years 1899, 1900, 
1901, out of 33,754 titles registered, only 69 were registered as 
absolute or qualified. Possessory titles would never mature into 
absolute titles, and consequently the system in operation at the present day 
was not of the slighest value. Yet each week some 400 to 500 possessory 
titles were being registered, and unfortunate purchasers were being 
mulcted in heavy fees. The officials, foreseeing the collapse of the 
present system, were obeying the instinct of self-preservation in now 
groping for a new system. What they were seeking to find was a system 
which they could bring into operation without having to first submit it to 
Parliament. The holy horror the officials hid of Parliament was highly 
significant. Three years back, before a practical knowledge of the 
compulsory system had been obtained, they succeeded in obtaining 
a grant of £265,000 public money to build a worthless registry office, 
but much had happened since to awake public suspicion of the new 
system. The officials now desire to register possessory titles which after 
two years are to be treated as absolute and ateed by the State. One 
stands aghastat the audacity of the suggestion that the State should, with- 
out Parliamentary sanction, be responsible to an unlimited extent in 
guaranteeing titles by the thousands. The persistent refusal of the 
authorities to carry out their pledges by granting last year the inquiry 
that was to have followed the expiration of the three years’ trial 
in London, had aroused the gravest public suspicion. Proof of this 
was found when the City of Londom and eighteen of the leading 
London borough councils, representing a large majority of the 
population of London, had taken up the demand for an inquiry. The 
views of numerous influential bodies had hitherto been treated with ill- 
disguised contempt, but, including the recent refusal of Northamptonsbire 
to adopt the system, there were many indications that the united demand 
of every one interested in property for an inquiry could not be much longer 
evaded. The manner the subject has been handled by the Government 
appeared typical of their general methods of business, and explained why 
the gravest concern was felt with regard to the future. These methods 
included : 

1, The evasion of the inquiry which was to have followed the three years’ 
trial of the system. 

2. The reckless expenditure, at a period of great financial stress, of 
£265,000 in erecting a building for a purpose absolutely mischievous. 

3. The creation of new officials, involving ever-increasing expense. 

4. Persistence in representing the new system as working succcessfully, 
when it must be known that an inquiry would establish the fact that 
the system is wholly unworkable and proving a grave and growing 
hindrance to the easy transfer of property. 








Obituary. 
Mr. Leonard Field. 


Mr. Leonard Field, barrister, died on the 18th ult. He was educated 
at University College, London, and also at the Universities of Heidelberg, 
Berlin, and Paris, and in 1844 graduated at London University. He was 
called to the bar in 1852, and practised for many years as an equity drafts- 
man and conveyancer, but retired a few years ago. He was one of the 
editors of Daniell’s Chancery Practice, and was elected a bencher of the 
Inner Temple in 1888, He was a brother of the well-known Mr. Edwin 
Field, 








The Prince of Wales dined at Lincoln’s-inn on Tuesday, the “ Grand 
Day” of Easter term. Among the visitors were the American 
Ambassador, the Lord Chancellor, the Archbishop of York, Lord Roberts, 
the Japanese Minister, Lord James of Hereford, the Master of the Rolls, 
Sir Hubert Parry, the Dean of Canterbury, the Warden of New College, 





Oxford, Sir Frederick Treves, and Mr. Luke Fildes, R.A, 
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Legal News. 


Appointments. 


Mr. Oswaty Henry Harpy, Probate Registrar of the Manchester 
District, has been appointed Registrar of the Probate Division of the High 
Court of Justice, in succession to the late Mr. J. C. Hannen. 


Mr. Innerwick, Registrar of the Norwich District, has been appointed 
Probate Registrar of the Manchester District. 


Information Wanted 


Turoposta Aveusta Lioyp, née Gorpon, deceased.—Information is 
required as to the Will of the above-named deceased, late of 52, Rue 
Faubourg St. Honoré, Paris, supposed to have been made in London 
within the last few years. The solicitor who prepared, or who has custody 
of, the Will is requested to eommunicate with Messrs. Gordon & Marley, 
solicitors, 42, New Broad-street, E.C. 





Changes in Partnerships. 
Dissolutions. 


James Beacmont, Henry Barker Wirson, and Txromas Lister Crort, 
solicitors (Beaumont, Wilson, & Croft), Leeds and Pudsey. April 16. So 
far as regards the said Henry Barker Wilson, who retires from the firm. 
The said James Beaumont and Thomas Lister Croft will continue the said 
practice under the style or firm of Beaumont & Croft. 


Antnony Henry Hossacxk and Frank Wittram Simmonps, solicitors 
(Hossack & Simmonds), 12 and 13, Nicholas-lane, London. Dec. 20. The 
said Frank William Simmonds will continue to carry on business at 12 and 
13, Nicholas-lane aforesaid, under the style of Hossack & Simmonds. 

[ Gazette, April 24. 


Tuomas Freprrtck GaskeLt and Ronerr Bertram Jones, solicitors 
(Gaskell & Bertram Jones), Liverpool. Dec. 31. 
Joun Wericnr and Grorce Wits, solicitors (John Wright & 


Williams), Cradley Heath. April 9. The said John Wright will continue 
the practice at the old offices situate at Four Ways, Cradley Heath; the 
said George Williams will practise in future at 71, Newtown-lane, Four 
Ways, Cradley Heath. [ Gazette, April 28. 


General. 


Among the judicial absentees during portions of the last week, owing to 
indisposition, have been Mr. Justice Barnes, Lord Justice Cozens-Hardy 
and Mr. Justice Grantham. 


Lord Justice Cozens-Hardy has consented to preside at the annual 
dinner of the Law Students’ Debating Society, which will be held at the 
Trocadero Restaurant on Friday, the 22nd of May, at 7.30. 


In summing up in a recent case at the Old Bailey, Mr. Justice Darling 
referred to the necessity which existed for restricting the sale of revolvers. 
There was seldom a case in which a recommendation was not made by 
juries and magistrates that Parliament should endeavour to prevent the 
sale of pistols and cartridges to people who did not say what they wanted 
them for or give their names and addresses. He believed that there was a 
Bill before Parliament every session for preventing the sale of these things. 
They passed a number of Bills, but not this one. 

The annual Court of the High Steward of the Court Leet of the Royal 
Manor of the Savoy took place, says the St. James’s Gazette, on Wednesday, 
with all its old-time ceremony in the vestry hall of St. Clement Danes. 
An hour or two prior to the opening of the Court a number of the jury- 
men who were summoned to attend went round and formally beat the 
bounds of the Manor. The court has now been held almost continuously 
for over seven hundred years, and included amongst its particular duties 
are the inspection of nuisances and the supervision and proper mainten- 
ance of the boundaries of his Majesty’s Manor. As usual, the proceed- 
ings of the court were private. 

On Wednesday last a sitting was appointed for the public examination 
of Mr. William Henry Miles Booty and Mr. Alfred Bayliffe, who had prac- 
tised in partnership as solicitors, under the style of Booty & Bayliffe, at 1, 
Raymond-buildings Gray’s-inn. A statement of the partnership affairs 
shewed liabilities amounting to £200,756 0s. 3d., of which £177,762 9s. 6c. 
was expected to rank, and essets, consisting mainly of book debts, esti- 
mated to produce £111,642 3s. 1d. The Assistant Official Receiver said 
that Mr. Bayliffe was stated to be too unwell to attend for examination. 
He did not, however, desire to proceed with the examination of Mr. Booty 
to-day, as the case required a great deal of preliminary investigation, which 
had not yet been completed, and he asked for an adjournment of the 
examination of both debtors. Mr. Registrar Giffard adjourned the examin- 
ation to the 18th of June. 

Mr. H. C. Richards recently asked the Secretary of State for India if his 
attention had been called to the fact that the Government of India had 
granted an assignment of Jand revenue of the value of 5,000 rupees per 
annum to a Vakil Judge of the High Court of Madras who was appointed 
in 1901 on the condition that he would retire from the bench at the age of 
sixty-five ; and whether he would explain why this judge had been so 
rewarded, and consider the advisability of directing that European judges, 
members of the High Court of Madras, shall be treated in a similar manner 

by giving them grants based upon land revenue in addition to their retiring 





pensions. Lord George Hamilton replied: I am aware of the assignment of 
Jand revenue referred to in the question, which was granted to the judge 
with my sanction for exceptional public services, and also in view of the 
fact that, in accepting an office in which he could not serve long enouczh to 
earn a pension, he abandoned a lucrative practice at the bar. These 
reasons were personal to the judge, Sir Bhashyam Aiyanger, and do not 
apply to the cases referred to in the last sentence of the question. 


The correspondent of the Zimes who wrote on the Defence of Poor 
Prisoners has replied to the criticisms of Sir Harry Poland in a letter, in 
which he says: ‘‘1 should like to ask Sir Harry Poland a few questions, 
Does he maintain that his own profession in England is so helplessly in- 
competent or hopelessly selfish, or both. that it cannot find means to make 
workable here a system which is effectively worked in one way or another 
by the same profession in almost every other civilized country? He says 
that in Edinburgh prisoners are few, in London they are many, and there 
lies ‘the simple answer.’ But how about Pris, Brussels, Berlin, Vienna, 
and Rome? Does he maintain that the volume of crime in England is so 
portentously large as compared with other countries, and that wretches 
must be condemned undefended in order that Treasury counsel may live? 
He cannot answer these questions in the affirmative, yet without such 
innuendoes against his profession and his country his arguments come to 
nought. Again, is it worthy of him to make bis amazingly ungenerougs 
suggestion to English solicitors that they should not be found willing (as 
their Scotch brethren are) to undertake without fee or reward to prepare 
the defence of poor prisoners? I am glad at any rate to see that he 
makes no such open appeal to his own branch of the profession,’’ 


In charging the grand jury at the Central Criminal Court on Monday, 
the Recorder said that it was not appreciated as it ought to be by the 
magistrates in some of the outlying districts of London that the Central 
Criminal Court was an assize court. That was a court to which cases 
should not be committed except under very exceptional circumstances. 
It was a most serious thing that juries summoned to that court should 
have to remain day after day trying cases with which they ought to have 
no concern whatever. Upon an analysis of the cases in the calendar he 
found that when they numbered seventy no less than twenty-seven of 
these cases were ordinary session cases, and of these twenty-seven fourteen 
came from the county of Essex. That county under certain circunastances 
had the power of sending cases for trial at that court, and no doubt it 
might be said that these cases were committed after the ordinary quarter 
sessions had been held, but there were adjourned sessions at West Ham 
and other places in the county at which the trials could have taken place. 
Then it might be said that the prisoners would have had to remain in 
custody some weeks longer than if committed to the Old Bailey, but if 
magistrates made more use than they did, and as they had been urged to 
do by judges throughout the country, of the powers of granting bail, the 
difficulty would be overcome. Outside London it seemed to be forgotten 
that this was the first assize court in the world, and had jurisdiction over 
some six millions of people. They ought not therefore to be troubled with 
ordinary sessions cases. 








Court Papers. 


Supreme Court of Judicature. 


Rota or Reaistrars iv ATTENDANCE ON 










Date Emercency <Apprat Courr Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
oer ad Rora. Yo. 2. KEKEWICH. Byrne. 
Monday, May ........ «» 4 Mr. Pemberton Mr. W. Leach Mr. Greswell Mr. Godfrey 
Tuesday ...... .5 ackson “heed Church R. Leae 
Wednesday . a R. Leach W. Leach Greswell Godfrey 
Thursday .. m Godfrey Theed Church R. Leach 
Friday . Beal W. Leach Greswell Godfrey 
Baturday .00000.0.cocsreres D Carrington Theed Church R. Leach 
Date 7 Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
; FARWELL. BucKLEY. JOYCE. Swinren Eapy. 
Monday, May ....... wee 4 Mr. Jackson Mr. Carrington Mr. Farmer Mr. Theed 
Tuesday ......... 5 Pemberton Beal King W. Leach 
W ednesday <o Jackson Carrington Farmer King 
Thursday ... es Pemberton Beal King Farmer 
Friday ...... .8 Jackson Carrington Farmer Church 
Saturday ..... sooses O Pemberton Beal King Greswell 








Death. 


Hvuanes.— On 2nd April, at St. Catherine’s, Hendon, John Hughes, Senior Partner in the 
firm of Hughes & Sons, of 34, John-street, Bedford-row, after a short illness. 








The Property Mart. 


Sales of the Ensuing Week. 


May 4.—Messrs. Weaturrati & Grern, at the Mart, at 2: Leasehold Ground-rents, 
amounting to £650 per annum, secured upon modern business premises, Nos. 19, 2, 
and 21, Newman-street, and warehouses in Newman-passage-mews, Oxford-street; 
value of £3,000 per annum. Leasehold Property, 16, James-street, Haymarket, WwW, 
comprising extensive commercial premises, let on lease at £900 per annum. Solicitors, 
Messrs. Kingsford, Dorman & Co., London.—Freehold Dwelling-house, No. 4, Sid- 
mouth-street, Gray’s-inn-road; value £65 per annum, with vacant possession. 
Solicitors, Messrs. Wade & Lyall, London. (See advertisements, April 25, p. 462. 

May 6.—Messrs. H. E. Foswren & Cranriuip, at the Mart, at 2: epiee : Freehold 
Ground-rent of £47 10s. per annum, with reversion in 1919, Freehold Residences 

wroducing £116 per annum. Solicitors, Messrs. Atkinson & Dresser, London— 
Frechold Double-fronted corner Itesidence near East Croydon Station, let at £120 


per annum. Sdlicitors, Messrs. Bird, Strode, & Bird, London,Marylebone : Three 
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Leasehold Dwelling Houses, let at £107 per annum. Solicitors, Messrs. Crosse & Sons, 
London.—Kingston-on-Thames: Freehold Residence between Kingston and Surbiton 
Solicitors, Messrs. Gould & Swaine, Glastonbury.—St. John’s Wood, Putney, an 
Paddington: Leasehold Properties. Solicitors, Messrs. Danby, Brooks & Co., London. 
North Kensington: Leasehold Dwelling House, near Notting-hill. Solicitors, 
Messrs. Sweet & Son, Taunton. (See advertisements, this week, back page.) 
May 7.—Messrs. H. E. Foster & Cranriexp, at the Mart, at 2:— 
REVERSIONS: 
To £3,400, Moiety of a Large Fund, lady aged 55. Solicitors, Messrs. Lethbridge & 
Prior, London. 
To One-seventh of £1,651 in Consols, lady aged 73, if reversioner 35 be living ; 
also to One-sixteenth of £1,709, lady aged 75. Solicitors, Messrs. Crosse & 
Sons, London. 
Toa Trust Fund, value £1,800 in Colonial Stock, lady aged 58. Solicitors, Messrs. 
Taplin, Taylor, and Joseph, London, 
To a Trust. Fund, Colonial and Bank: Stock, value £972. Solicitors, Messrs. 
Hurford & Taylor, London. 
LIFE INTEREST of a Lady, 1 77, in Freehold Property producing £83 per 
annum. Official Receiver, Cambridge. wiped , ” 
REVERSIONARY LIFE INTEREST of a gentleman aged 44, on decease, without 
issue, of a nobleman aged 54; landed estates valued at £2,000 per annum. 
Solicitor, G. J. Fowler, Esq., London. 


POLICIES for £2,000, £2,000, £1,000, £1,000, £300, £200. Solicitors, H. A. Farman, 
Esq., and Messrs. Boulton, Sons & Sandeman, London. 
SHARES in Cobham Gas Co., and 
DEBENTURES in Khedivial Ship Co. Solicitors, Messrs. Hubbard, Son & Eve, 
London. 
(See advertisements, this week, back page.) 

May 7.—Messrs. Stimson & Sons, at the Mart, at 2:—Lewisham (close to St. John’s and 
Lewisham-road Railway Stations).—Freehold Ground-rents, secured upon 73 Resi- 
dences, let yearly and on agreements, and in several cases occupied by lessees, pro- 
ducing rack-rents of £2,700 per annum. Solicitors, Messrs. Syrett & Sons, London. 
(See advertisement, April 25, p. 3.) 

May 8.—Messrs. Brape., Woop, & Co., at the Mart, at 2:—Rettendon, Essex: Compact 
Estate, under two miles from Woodham Ferris Junction Station, on the Great Eastern 
tailway, about five miles from Wickford, and seven from Chelmsford, 272a. 3r. 18p. of 
land, wh good road frontage. Solicitors, Messrs. Hawes, Wood, & Ware, and Messrs. 
Winter, Bothamley, & VJo., London,—Streatham: Three Leasehold Residences, 
between Streatham Hill and Streatham Stations.. Solicitors, Messrs. Peters & Bolton, 
London. Burdett-road, Bow : Capital Corner Shop and Dwelling House, with con- 
venient and well-lighted detached factory in rear, close to the Regent’s Canal. 
Solicitors, Messrs. Huntington & Leaf, London. (See advertisements, April 25, p. 3.) 








Winding-up Notices. 
London Gazette.—Fripay, April 24, 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
LimiTep In CHANCERY. 


Bavrrox & Burney, Limirep—Creditors are required, on or before June 5, to send their 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Herbert Nimmo, 
43, Great Tower st 

CoALBROOKVALE CoLLieRizs Co, Limrrep—Creditors are required, on or before May 25, 
to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to James 
Howard Walker, Bank chmbrs, Wigan. North & Co, Liverpool, solors to liquidator 

Cravenstre Co, Limitep—Creditors are required, on or before May 7, to send their 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to William Martello 
Gray. Gordon & Co, Bradford, solors to liquidator 

Iuezniat Gotp Co, Limrrep (1x Liquipation)—Creditors are required, on or before May 
23, to send thair names of addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to 
Ernest George Davies, 1, Lombard ct 

Moxincroy & Western, Limirrp—Petn for winding up, presented April 22, directed 
to be heard May 5. Blackmore, Regent House, Regent st, solor for petners. Notice of 
sepeaing must reach the above-named not later than 6 o'clock in the afternoon of 

y4 





y 4 

Mussox Pencit Co, Limrrep—Creditors are required, on or before June 5, to send their 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Lawrance Compton 
Headly, 18, Friar In, Leicester. Parsons & Co, Leicester, solors for liquidator 

Myakka River (Froripa) LAanp Co, Limrrep—Creditors are required, on or before June 5, 
to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to John 
Earle Hodges, Suffolk House, Laurence Pountney hill. Jackson & Co, South sq, Gray’s 
inn, solors to the liquidator 

Natiovat Guarpian Assurance Co, Luutrep—Petn for winding‘up, presented April 16, 
directed to be heard May 5. Amery Parkes & Powell, 93 and 94, r,s ln, petners in 
person. Notice of appearing must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the 
afternoon of May 4 . 

Rayo Rooveroorr Gov Mixinxe Co, Limrrev—Petn for winding up, presented April 18, 
directed to be heard May 5. Haslam & Hier Evans, High Holborn, —_ for the petner. 
jo . appearing must reach the above-named not later than 6 o'clock in the afternoon 
of May 

T. Burtoy & Co, Limrev—Creditors are required, on or before May 23, to send their 
names and addresses, to Herbert T. Bloor, 13, Basinghall st 


London Gazette—Tuxrspay, April 28. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 


Limirap In CHANCERY. 





Bricutoy, Hove, ANp Sussex Auxiniany Surpty Association, Liwitrep—Creditors are 
required, on or before June 9, to send their names and addresses, and particulars of their 
debts or claims, to John Edwin Denney, 91, 92, and 93, Palmerston bldgs, Old Broad st. 
Matthews & Co, Cannon st, solors for liquidator 


Creditors’ Notices. 
Under Estates in Chancery. 


Last Day or Ciarm. 
London Gazette.—Fripay, April 10. 


Draxktx, Cuartes, Finch In, Licensed Victualler May 11 J & W Nicholson & Co vy 
Deakin, Master Binns Smith, Royal Courts of Justice Freeman, Foster lane 

Guest, Henry Tuomas, Uarter st, Wakefield, Timber Merchant May 23 Horne v Guest, 
Kekewich and Joyce, JJ Lodge, King st, Wakefield 

Tuoupsox, Mary Jane, Greens pl, South Shields May 12 Coats v Coats, Farwell, J 
Purvis, King st, South Shields 

Trenvet, Jouy, Railway st, Barnes, Bricklayer May9 Trendell vy Treniell, Swinfen 
Eady, J Anderson, Ironmonger lane : 


London Gazette—Turspay, April 14. 


Venn, Bexsamin Baker, Beeston, Notts, Hosiery Manufacturer May 30 Venn v Venn, 
Judge, Room No 704, Royal Courts of Justice Medley, Lincoln inn fields 


London Gasette.—Toespay, April 21. 


Raweurre, Ricuarp, Great Marton, Lancaster May21 Nuttall vy Longworth, Registrar, 
Preston Parkinson, Birley st, Blackpool 


Under 22 & 23 Vict. cap. 35. 
Last Day or Cram. 
London Gazette.—Fripay, April 24. 


Acraman, Lavra Exizaseta, Sidmouth, Devon May 21 Cresswell, Staple inn, Holborn 

Arkrxson, Ann, Redcar, Yorks May 31 Sill, Middlesbrough 

Bayuam, Wituiam, Norwich May 30 Kent, Norwich 

Breyes, Fraxcis Grorce Dominic, Amajuba, S Africa June 1 King & Co, Queen 
Victoria st 

Byrve, Annir, Aylestone hill, Hereford May 25 Lambe & Stephens, Hereford 

Casumay, Witi1AM, Niton, nr Ventnor, lof W June5 Paris & Co, Southampton 

Coir, Groner, Evesham, Farmer June 15 Byrch & Co, Evesham 

CoreLanp, WILLIAM WELLS, Spalding, Lincs Junel Staniland, Boston 

Craia, Joux James, Moss Side, nr Manchester June6 Foyster & Co, Manchester 

Crutcuer, Tuomas, Salisbury, Farmer May 30 Pye-Smith, Salisbury 

Dawson, Joszpu, Newmarket, Trainer June 24 Button & Aylmer, Newmarket 

Dickrnsoy, WILLIAM Errixeton, Allendale, Northumberland, Chemist May 25 Lickinson 
& Co, Newcastle upon Tyne : 

DuckwortH, Mary Ayn, Heaton Chapel, Lancs June5 Style & Co, Liverpool 

Dyer, Ex1zasetu, Southampton May 25 Page & Gulliford, Southampton 

Exiison, Epmunp, Ince in Makerfield, Lancs June1 Ackerley & Son, Wigan 

Emmett, Frances ANNA Maria, Pont de Brigues, Pas de Calais, France May 30 Bertram, 
Suffolk st, Pall Mall te 

ForuersGitt, Hawwan, Silsden, Yorks May 15 Tattersall, Keighley 

Harris, Atrrep, Bitterley, Salop, Farmer May 20 Weyman & Weyman, Ludlow 

Harzgison, Esmé Stuaat Ersxixe, DSO, Major in HM lith Hussars May 26 Thompson 
& Co, Hull 

Harrisoy, Wintiam, Twickenham June3 Peacock & Fisher, South sq, Gray's inn 

Hotiinewortn, Any, New Barnet, Herts June 27 Owston & Co, Leicester 

Hotyoax, Joszpn, jun, Erdington, Warwick, Decorator May 30 Snow & Atkins, 

Birmingham ; 

Jenninas, Emity, Newmarket May 14 Ennion, Newmarket 

Kinasrorp, Hetex, Exmouth June8 Rhodes & Son, Dowgate hill 

Linprivge, Josern, Chatham May 23 Robinson, Strood 

Lovert, Mary Harrier, South Norwood May 25 Lovett & Liddle, King William st 

Macpownaup, Isapecia, Berwick upon Tweed May 25 Smith, Berwick upon Tweed 

McCietian, Rosauie Emma, Brockley May 31 Saw & Sons, Queen Victoria st 

Mavocks, Jang, Haverfordwest May 8 George, Haverfordwest a 

Mann, Karuertve Mary, Holland rd, Wess Kensington May 25 Wilkinson & Son, 

Bermondsey st ; 4 

Mawnina, Exiza, Ely, Cambridge May 21 Hall, Ely 

Maarry, Sormsa Evizanern, Oxford sq, Hyde Park May 20 Meynell & Pemberton, Old 

Queen st, Storey’s =. j 

Mippirroy, Freperick, on under Needwood, Staffs, Farmer May 23 Richardson, 

Burton on Trent 

Micurr, Lucy Jang, Nazing, Essex June 24 Sworder & 

More, ALExAspEeR James, Beal, Northumberland, Shephe: 

upon Tw 

Musno, Resecca, Rudyard, nr Leek, Staffs May 8 Moxon, Hanley 

Owen, Davin, Lampeter, Cardigan May 20 Owen, Lampeter 

Pearse, Cuarces Epex, Exmouth June 24 Frere & Co, Lincoln's inn fields 

Purtuirs, Caxrouine Mary, Windsor May 30 Last & Goodford, Windsor 

Puiuirs, Cuar.es Tuomas, Windsor, Solicitor May 30 Last & Goodford, Windsor 

Puituirs, Lucy Axx, Sherborne, Dorset May 20 Ffooks & Douglas, Sherborne, Dorset 

Purpps, James, Whitehall May 30 Goulty & Goodfellow, Manchester 

Prynicer, Soputa Susannau, Pewsey, Wilts an _ Pewsey, Wilts 

Prescort, Mary, Leigh, Lanes May 12 Dootson, Lei : : , 

Patea, Miroarer DEAx, Wigan, Housekeeper May 15 Harrisons & Winnall, Welsh- 

pool, Montgomery 

Rerve, Francis, Greenheys, Manchester May 31 Preston & Son, Manchester 

Rice, Lucy Axx, Thornton Heath June 16 Morris, Croydon 

Satmonp, Lieut-Col, Ateert Lovts, Arundel gins June 1 Robbins & Co, Strand 

Sartor, Joun Love, Kingston upon Hull, JP June 30 England & Co, Hult 


ore, Hertford 
May 25 Smith, Berwick 





“A8T ComnWALL Try Minine Synpicate, Liwrrep—Creditors are required, on or before 
May 28, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, 
to Vanderpump & Eve, 5, Philpot in, solors for liquidator | 

Gansoare & Co, Limrrep— Creditors are required, on or before June 15, to send their 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to George Emmerson, | 
21, Spring gdns, Manchester. Emanuel & Simmonds, solors for liquidator | 
GurLo Tavst ano Fiyaxce Co, Liwirep—Creditors are required, on or before May 26, to | 
send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Ernest 
Henry Frith, 24, Rood In 
Mowinctoy & Weston, Limrrep—Petn for winding up, presented April 22, directed to be 
heard May 5. Blackmore, Regent House, Regent st, solor for petners. Notice of | 
§ appearing must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of May 4 
HORTWOOD Brick anv Tie Co, Liuirep—Creditors are required, on or before June 13, to 
send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to William 
Frederick Collins, 9, Manvers st, Bath. Simmons & Co, Bath, solors for liquidator 
ESTMINstER SywpicaTe, Limirep (1x LiquipaTion)—Creditors are quired, on or before 
May 31, to send their names and dresses, and the portions of their debts or claims, 
ur Edwin Woodi m, 5, Philpot In. urchells, 5, The Sanctuary, West- 
minster, solors for liquidators { 





Suarrr, Ernest, Blackheath ay 22 Upton & Co, Austin Friars ; 

Suarries, James, Haslingden, Lines, Reed Manufacturer May 20 Whitaker, 
Haslingden ; 5 

Suie.ps, Hexry, Bradwell, nr Sandbach June 21 Stringyr, Sandbach 

Sixciair, ALEXANDER, Newcastle upon Tyne May 23 Arnott & Co, Newcastle on Tyne 

Squire, Grorar, Ludlow, Salop, Builder May 20 Weyman & Weyman, Ludlow 

Surru, Bex amtx, Tunstall, Sorap Iron Dealer May 4 Hooper & Fairbairn, Dudley 


| Srevenson, Emma, Horsley Heath, Tipton, Staffs, Licensed Victualler Mayli Hooper & 


‘airbairn, Dudley i 
Tatsot, Perer, Abram, Lanes, Farmer May 12 Marsh & Co, Leigh 
Tannen, Josern, Winchester June 9 Warner & Kirby, Winchester 
Tuompsox, Groner Evan, Folkestone June 1 Atkinson & Stainer, Folkestone 
Tomi, Rosert, Stratford, Licensed Victualler June3 Loxley & Co, Cheapside 


Waker, Mary Ecizanern, Bath July 4 Hallowes & Co, Bedford row 
Warren, Tuomas, Dunstall, Staffs, Farmer May 28 Small & Co, Burton on Trent 
Wiaaixeron, Josxen, Nottingham, Coal Merchant May 22 Acton & Marriott, Notting- 


ham 
Wixsoy, Exizanera, Lambeth May 31 Burton, Liverpool 
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Bankruptcy Notices. 


London Gazette.Frivay, April 24. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
Anprrson,.Wittiam, Lincoln, Grocer Lincoln Pet April 

20 Ord April 20 

Bakker; James, Ilkeston, Tailor Derby Pet April 18 
Ord April 18 

Barxanp, Tuomas, Portslade, 
Pet April 20 Ord April 20 

Beeny, George Artuce, and Harry Herrorp, Welling- 
borough, Northampton, Fishmongers Northampton 
Pet April 22. Ord April 22 

CuAmBens, WILiiaM, Rhyl, Flint, Fishing Tackle Maker 
Manchester Pet April 20 Ord April 20 

Cuarmax, WAttrr, Bedlington, Northumberland, Builder 
Newcastle on Tyne Pet March 28 Ord April 20 

Coxuis, M A, Sudbury, Suffolk, Manufacturer Colchester 
Pet Mareh 31 Ord April 21 

Diaren, Henny Grorar, Eckington, Worcester, Market 
Gardener Worcester Pet April 18 Ord April 18 

Escreer, James Atrrep, Kingston upon Hull, Confectioner 
Kingston upon Hull Pet April 20 Ord April 20 

Gaskec., Tnomas Keasnaw, West Dulwich High Court 
Vet April 22 Ord April 22 

Gites, Bexsamixs, Rumney, — Newport, Mon Pet 
April7 Ord April 20 

Hakpy, Asa, Manchester, Velvet Manufacturer Manchester 
Pet Apr 8 Ord April 22 

Haxtiipcr, Wi.iiam, Sittingbourne, Kent, Baker 

Rochester Pet April 20 Ord April 20 

Hvucues, Tuomas Wiciiam, Merthyr Tydfil, Painter 
Merthyr Tydfil Pet April’ 20 Ord April 20 

Joxes, James Joun, Maesteg, Outfitter Aberavyon Pet 
April 7 Ord April 21 

Jones, Joun, Milford rd, Haverfordwest, Mason Pembroke 
Dock Pet April 20 Ord April 20 

Jones, Ronert Ronixson, Kirkley, Lowestoft, Smackowner 
G, Yarmouth Pet April 20 Ord April 20 

Jones, Tuomas, Treherbert, Glam, Bootmaker Pontypridd 
Pet April 22 Ord April 22 

Joy, Water, Winterslow, Wilts, Dealer Salisbury Pet 

April 21 Ord April 21 

Kreuz, Grorcr, West Hartlepool, pee aed Sunder- 
land Pet April 21 Ord April 2 

Lee, Grorar, Shrewsbury, Haulier Sadie Pet April 
18 Ord ‘April 18 

Lixcoun, Evertixe Hoiianp, Bolton, Seamstress Bolton 
Pet April 22 Ord April 22 

Littie, Grorar, Wayerbridge, nr Wigton, Farmer Carlisle 
ret April 9 Ord April 22 

Lirt ie, Josern, Waverbridge, nr Wigton, Farmer Carlisle 
Pet April 9 Ord April 22 

Mauix, Freperick, Mapperley, a, Boot Maker 
Nottingham Pet April21 Ord April 21 

Makk, James Joun, Kennington Park rd High Court Pet 
April 21 Ord April 21 

Miter, Wittiam, North Petherton, Somerset, Basket 
Maktr Bridgwater Pet April 21 Ord April 21 

Sca.e, Jonx, Pembroke Dock, Haulier Pembroke Dock 
Pet April 21. Ord April 21 

Suakman, Ricuanp Pecury, Hanwell, Physician Brentford 
Pet April 21 Ord April 21 

Sairn, rs Gainsborough Lincoln Pet April18 Ord 

Apri 

Tuexv, Epwarp Fraxcis Toone, Worthing Brighton 
Pet April 21 Ord April 21 

ae topeRT Henny, Liverpool, Medical Electrician 

Liverpool Pet April 20 Ord April 20 

Tuomson, Avice Hetena, Guildford Guildford Pet April 
20 Ord April 20 

Warpron, Erxest Joseru, Bristol, Commercial Traveller 
Bristol Pet April 21 Ord April 21 

Wat See, Sean R, maida Farmer Crewe Pet April 
20 Ord April 2 

Wap, Grorar, Watvetheataten, Grocer _ Wolverhampton 

_ Pet March 27 Ord April 20 

Wesron, ALicr ALperta, Calne, Wilts, Fancy Goods 

Dealer Swindon Pet April 21 Ord April 21 
FIRST MEETINGS. 

Awnpersox, Wittiam, Lincoln, Baker May 5 at 11.30 Off 
Ree, 31, Silver st, Lincoln 

Avstix, Wittiam Dove as, Newbury, Berks, Grocer May 
2atl2 1, St Aldate’s, Oxford 

Baivey, Josernu, Ashton, Preston, Lancs, Commercial 
Traveller May 4at1l1 Off Rec, 14, Chapel st, Preston 

Baker, Henny, Bishops Stortford May 6at2 The George 
Inn, Bishops Stortford 

Barker, James, Dkeston, Tailor May 5at 3 Off Rec, 47 
Full st, Derby 

Banxrietp Wit 1AM Henny, Tredegar, Mon, Grocer . May 
5at3 135, High st, Merthyr Tydfil 

Banrscu, Gustave Henn AN, Bournemouth, Hotel Manager 
May 4 at 12.30 Off Rec, City chmbrs, Salisbury ~ 

Boxv, Tuomas Crawrorv, Holt, Norfolk, Carpenter May 
2at12 Off Rec, 8. King st, Norwich 

Bourn, Joun Watrer, Greasbro’, nr Rotherham, Carter 
May7ati11 Off Rec, Figtree In, Sheffield 

Casyon, ALyrep Henry, West Ealing, Builder May 4 at 
12 ‘Orr Rec, 95, Temple chmbrs, Temple avy 

CLARK, Wituias Curist HER, Somerford Keynes, Gk 
Farmer May 4 at 11 Off Rec, 38, Regent circus, 
Swindon . 

Davison, Henry Norman, Stretford, nr Manchester, 
Builder May 4 at 2.30 Off Rec, Byrom st, Man 
chester . 

Diarur, Henry Grorce, Eckington, Worcester, Market 
Gardener May 2 at 11 45, Copenhagen st, Worcester 

Dv Bors, FrevericKx, Coleman st May 7 at 1 Bankruptcy 

“e Carey st 

Forp, Cuarres A, Leicester, Builder. May 4 at 12 Off 

, 1, Berridge st, Leicester 

Fou NTAIN, Hven Fraxcis, Southam ton, Pianoforte 
bealer May5at3 Off Rec, 172, High st, ‘Southampton 

Gaske.., Tuomas Kersuaw, West Dulwich May 5 at 12 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey ‘st 


Sussex, Joiner Brighton 


Gaw ey, Groncs James, Reading, Steam Haulage Con- 
tractor May 14 at 12 Queen's +. | Reading 

Gopparp, Hexry ALFRED, ‘oal Merchant May 
14 at 12.30 Queen’s Hotel, 

Greoory, THomas, Lincoln, Carter Mey 5 at 12 Off Rec, 
31, Silver st, Linco! 

a Cuaries Danpo, Leicester, Cutler May 4 at 12.30 

ff Rec, 1, Berridge st, Leicester 

Seal =A. iE, WILLIAM, Sittingbourne, Kent, Baker May 4 
at 12.15 115, High st, Rochester 

Hererop, Epuvunp, Alfreton, ge Wheelwright May 5 at 
3.30 Off Ree, 47, Full st, Derby 

Joxes, Roperrt Rosrnson, ’ Karkley, Lowestoft, Smack 
Owner May 4 at 2.45 Suffolk Hotel, Lowestoft, Suffolk 

Jounstoyx, Joun THomas, Burton on Trent May 6 at 3.30 
Midland Hotel, Station st, Burton on Trent 

Lixcoty, Evertine Hoiiayp, Bolton, Seamstress May 6 
at1l 19, Exchange st, Bolton 

MackENzIg, ‘Joun ARTHUR Kerr, Bournemouth May 4 
atl Of Rec, Endless st, Salisbury 

Mers, GroreGe, érickhowell, Brecon, Grocer May 4 at 3 
135, High st, Merthyr Tydfil 

Mitcuett, ANDREW Davip, Derby, Builder May 2 at 11 
Off Ree, 47, Full st, De: rby 

Oram, Clement, Grays, Essex, Seaman Instructor May 4 
at 12 95, Temple chmbrs, ‘Temple av 

Possess, © Jouy, Carbrook, Sheffield, Carter May 7 at 11.30 
Off Rec. Figtree In, Sheffield 

PowkLL, FREDERICK James, Blakeney, Glos, Sentences 
May 2 at 12.30 Off Rec, "Station ,’ Glouceste 

SxirTH, ALICE Tompkins, Ullesthorpe, Leiceste: 
May 4 at 3 Off Rec, 1, Berri st, Leiceste 

SmitH, Josepu, Gainsborough y5at ll Off Rec, 31, 
Silver st, Linco 

SPEAKMAN, Tuomas, eene, Lancs, Farmer May 2 at 11 
19, Exchange st, Boltoi 

Tayior, Josepn, Carr Hills, Balby, nr Doncaster, Carting 
Contractor May 7 7 at 12 Off Ree, Figtree In, Shetfield 

Waker, Epwarp, Leeds, Merchant May 5 at 11 Off 
Rec, 22, Park row, Leeds 

Wuitt, ALEXANDER Jony, Eastington, Glos, Baker May 2 
at12 Off Rec, Station rd, Gloucester 

Wiwramson, Davin, Fiskerton, Lincs, Farmer May 5 at 
12.30 Off Rec, 31, Silver st, Lincoln 

ADJUDICATIONS. 


Axperson, WiiiiAm, Lincoln, Baker Lincoln Pet April 
20 Ord April 20 

Barker, James, Ilkeston, Tailor Derby Pet April 18 
Ord April 18 

Barnagp, Tuomas, Portslade, Sussex, Joiner Brighton 
Pet April 20 Ord April 20 

Beesy, Gronce Arruur, and Harry Herrorp, Welling- 
borough, Fishmongers Northampton Pet April 22 
Ord April 22 

Cuampers, Witt1AM, Rhyl, Flints rey Tackle Maker 
Manchester Pet April 20 Ord A: 

Diaper, Henry Gerorae, Eekington Worcester, pee 
Gardener Worcester Pet April 18 Ord April 18 

Dv Bois, Frepverick, Coleman st High Court Pet Feb 28 
Ord April 20 

Durrant, Abert Henry, York ter, Kensal Rise, Green- 
grocer High Court Pet April7 Ord April 20 

E..is, Tuomas, Eastbourne, Builder Eastbourne Pet 
April1 Ord April 22 

Escreet, James ALrrep, Kingston upon Hull, Confectioner 
Kingston upon Hull Pet April 20. Ord April 20 

GaskeLL, Tuomas Kersnaw, West Dulwich High Court 
Pet April 22 Ord April 22 

Gi.BErt, GrorGr C, Harley pl, Marylebone rd High Court 
Pet Feb9 Ord April 18 

Gites, Bensamin, Rumney Newport, Mon Pet April 7 
Ord April 21 

Hucses, Tuomas WiLtiAM, Merthyr Tydfil, Painter Merthyr 
Ty ydfil Pet April 20 Ord April 20 

Jena, Rosert Rosinsoy, Kirkley, Lowestoft, Smack Owner 
Gt Yarmouth Pet April 20 Ord April 20 

Joxrs, Tuomas, Treherbert,Glam, Boot Maker Pontypridd 
Pet April 22 Ord April 22 

Joy, WALTER, W m4 Wilts, Dealer Salisbury Pet 
"April 21 ‘Ord April 2 

Kreutz, Grorce, West Hartlepool, Watchmaker Sunder- 
land Pet April 21 Ord A 

Lixcotn, Everting Honianp, Suen, Seamstress Bolton 
Pet April 22 Ord April 22 

Mauty, Freperick, Mapperley, Nottingham, Boot Maker 
Nottingham Pet Ail 21 Ord April 21 

Marr, James Jonn, eye Park rd, Licensed Vic- 
tualler High Court Pet —— 21 Ord April 21 

Mititer, Wiviiam, North erton, Somerset, Basket 
Maker Bridgwater Pet April 21 Ord April 21 

Penp.iesury, Epwiy, Liscard, Mining Engineer Birken- 
head Pet Feb26 Ord April 21 

Rosinsox, Aaron, jun, Benwell, a ye Ty Joiner 
Newcastle on Tyne Pet April 17. Ord April 

Scate, Joux, Pembroke Dock, Haulier Panbroke Dock 

« Pet April 21 Ord April 21 

Secrorr, WiLt1am, Newmarket, Pork Butcher Cambridge 
Pet April7 Ord April 22 

SMITH, a Lincoln Pet April 18 Ord 4 
April 18 

Tutep, Epwarp Fraycis Tooxg, Worthing Brighton 
Pet April 21 Ord April 21 

Warp, Grorce, Wolverham ~ oh. Grocer Wolverhampton 

= Pet March 27 Ord Ap 

Weston, Atice Atserta, Calne, Wilts, Toy Dealer 
Swindon Pet Aprii 21 Ord April 21 

Wiikes, Henry, Wellington, op, Jeweller Madeley 
Pet March 31 Ord April 21 

London Gazette.—Tvespay, April 28. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 

Apams. Ricuarp Tuomas, eye fF Leather - ee! 
facturer Edmonton Pet A Ord A 

Batcuetor, Aurrep, Swansea, F ee oactnad Pet 

25 Ord April 25 

BexTsALL, ALBERT, Tavistock sq, Physician High Court 

Pet March 19 Ord April 6 


~ — 





BuckNatt, Epwarp, Bournemouth, Boarding house Keeper 





Poole’ Pet April 25 Ord April 25 


hos Leena, Frep, Cardiff, Builder Cardiff Pet April 24 
Ord April 24 


Pp 
Dawson, Epiru, Folkestone, Lodging house Keeper 
Canterbury April 23 Ord A ect 
ford, Essex, Wheelwright Chelmsford 


Dean, Tuomas, Wic 
Pet April 24 Ord April 

Dunn. Jonn, Harrogate, wy Contractor York Pet April 
25 Ord April 25 

Enatanp, Caartes Dovetas, Whitchurch, nr Cardiff, 
Potato Merchant Cardiff Pet April 20 Ord April 29 

Gorrr, Wittiam, Birmingham Birmingham Pet March 
10 Ord April 23 

Gray, Samvet, jun, Wootton — Wilts, Baker 
Swindon Pet April 23 Ord April 

Greenwoop, James, Kinver, nr Carpet 
Designer Stourbridge Pet April23 Ord April 23 

Jounsox, James Bures, Bristol, Boot Manufacturer 
Bristol Pet April 20 Ord April 2 

Jones, Joun Water, Cheapside, General Business Agent 
High Court Pet April 24 Ord April 24 

Marsa, Joan Tuomas, Canterbury, eenen Agent 
Canterbury Pet April 25 Ord April 

Masten, Wittiam, South Brewham, ot Licensed 
Victualler Yeovil Pet April 25 Ord April 25 

Peacock, Roperr Aaron, Kingswood, Glos, Boot Manu- 
facturer Bristol Pet April 25 Ord April 25 

Puituirs, Grorat Bensamin, South Hayling, Hants, Con- 
tractor Portsmouth Pet April 21 Ord April 21 


Rocrers, Martian, Maidstone, Fancy Dealer Maidstone 
Pet April 24 Ord April 24 

Sanpers, Atpert Epwarp, 8t Mary Axe, Artist High 
Court Pet March 17 Ord April 23 

Suaw, Joe Dossoy, and Lurner Srereite, Huddersfield, 
General Drysalters. Huddersfield Pet April 25 Ord 
Api 

eam E.ien, Cross Walks, Wollescote, Worcester, Inn- 
keeper Stourbridge Pet April 22 Ord April 22 

Suita, Wittiam Hopkinson, Bristol, Ironmonger Bristol 
Pet April 24 Ord April 24 

Waker. Forester, Elizabeth st, Pimlico, Licensed 
Victualler High Court Pet April 25 Ord April 25 

Westiake, Cuartes ALEXANDER, Southsea, Licensed 
Victualler Portsmouth Pet April 23 Ord April 23 

Wison, Emma Louisa, Birmingham, Grocer Birmingham 
Pet April 9 Ord April 22 

Witsox, Grorer, South Shields, Auctioneer Newcastle 
on Tyne Pet April 25 Ord April 25 

FIRST MEETINGS. 

Batty, Josern Hopeson, High Wycombe, Builder May 7 
at12 1, St Aldate’s, Oxford 

Barsarp, Tuomas, Portslade, Sussex, Joiner May 14 at 
10 Off Rec, 4, Pavilion bldgs, Brighton 

Buacxaven, Freperiwck Witiam, Blackpool, Builder 
May Sat 3 Off Rec, 14, Chapel st, Preston 

Brown, GreorGe, Anstey, Leicester, Builder May7 at 12 
Of 1, Berridge ist, Leicester 

CHAPMAN, w AL TER, Bedlington, Northumberland, Builder 
May 6 at 11.30 Off Rec, 30, Mosley st, Newcastle on 


Tyne 

Corus, Maria Ann, Sudbury, Manufacturer May 29 at 11 
Cups Hotel, Colchester 

Cook, Bert, Reading, Decorator May 14 at 11.30 Queen’s 
Hotel, Reacing 

mare, JosEP H, Liverpool, Commercial Traveller May 6 at 

Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 
Daw ~&, Epitu, Folkestone, Lodging House Keeper May 
7 at 9.30 Off Rec, 68, Castle st, Canterbury 

Dixox, GEORGE, Wallsend, Northumberland, Builder May 
6at12 Off Rec, 30, Moseley st, Newcastle on Tyne 

ENGLAND, CHARLES Dov GLas, Whitchurch, Cardiff, Potato 
Merchant May 7 at 12 i17, St Mary st, Cardiff 

Escreet, JAMES ALFRED, Kingston upon Hull, Confectioner 
May 6ati11 Off Rec, Trinity House ln, Hull 

Grant, Artuur Brewin, Leicester, Boot Manufacturer 
May 6at3 Off Rec, 1, Berridge st, Leicester 

Harpy, Asa, Manchester, Velvet Manufacturer May 6 at 
8 Off Rec, Byrom st, Manchester 

Hugues, Tuomas Wit.iam, Merthyr Tydfil, Painter May 
7at12 135, High st, Merthyr Tydfil 

Jones, Joux, Haverfordwest, Mason May 8 at 2.30 
Tempe rance Hall, Temperance Hall 

Joy, WALTER, Winterslow, Dealer May 6 at 12 Off Ree, 
Endless st, Ay nny 

Knoy.e, Davip Rees, Swansea, Chartered Accountant May 
Tat12 Off Rec, 31, Alexandra rd, Swansea 

Ler, Grorar, Shrewsbury, Haulier "May 12 at 10.30 Off 
Ree, 42, St John’s hill, Shrewsbury 

Lee, Jonas, Burnley May 7 at 2.45 Off Rec, 14, Chapel st, 
Preston 

LittLe, Georae, Waverbridge, nr Wigton, Farmer May 8 
at3 Off Rec, 34, Fisher st, Carlisle 

Litttez, Mey By! ke’ Farm, nr WwW ee, Farmer May 8 at 
3 ff Rec, 31, Fisher st, Carlisle 

LitTLe, Joan H, Waverbridge, nr Wigton, Farmer May 8 at 
3 0 ec, 34, Fisher st, isle 

LittLe, Wins, hod sa Farmer May8 at 3 Off Ree, 
34, Fisher st, Carlisl 

MILLER, Witiram, North Petherton, Somerset, Basket 
Maker May6atil Off Rec, 5s, Hammet st, Taunton 

Pearce, Francis Artuur, Staple Hill, Glos, Auctioneer 
May 6 at 11.45 Off Rec, 26, Baldwin st, Bristol 

Perkins, Harry Epwarp, Somerset, Builder May 6 at 
11.30 Off Rec, 28, Baldwin st, Bristol 

Puitiirs, Grorce Ben amin. South Hayling, Hants, Con- 
tractor May 6 at 3 Off Rec, Cambridge junc, High 
st Portsmouth 

Rees, Daviv, Treharris, Glam, Beer Dealer May 6 at 12 
135, High st, Merthyr Tydfil 

Ricuarps, Witt1am ApAms, West Bromwich, Enameller 
May 6at12 174, Corporation st, Birmingham 

Rocrrs, Marian, Maidstone, Fancy Dealer May 7 at 11 

Off Rec, 9, Ki Maidstone 

SANDERS, prety buf ARD, St & axe, Artist May7 
12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Scate, Joux, Pembroke Dock, Haulier May 8 at 2.45 
Temperance Hall, Pembroke Dock 

Tureev, Epwarp Francis Tooxz, Worthing May 14 at 
10.30 Off Rec, 4, Pavilion bldgs, Brighton 
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Taomas, Ropert Henry, Liverpool, Medical Electrician 
y6at2 Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 

Greieee Epuvnp, Bath, Builder May 6 at 12.15 Off Reo, 
26, Baldwin st, 

Waszeon, ERwest ne Bristol, Commercial Traveller 
May 6 at 12 Off Ree, 26, Baldwin st, Bristol 

Westiake, CHARLES ALEXANDER, Southsea, Licensed Vic- 
tualler May 7 at 3 Off Rec, Cambridge junc, High 
st, Portsmouth 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


Apams, Richarp Tuomas, Tottenham, Leather Case Manu- 
facturer Edmonton Pet April 24 Ord April 24 

Barcuevor, ALFrep, Swansea, Fr ker 8 
Pet April 25 Ord April 25 

Biacksven, Freperick Wriiam, Blackpool, Builder 
Preston Pet March 31 Ord April 22 

Butter, WALTER Grecory, Hastings Hastings Pet Feb 
21 Ord April 23 

CarLeTon, Josepn Scuou.ick, Aintree, Liverpool, Contrac- 
tor Liverpool Pet Feb 25 Ord April 23 23 

Covzens, Frep, Cardiff, Builder Cardiff Pet April 24 
Ord April 24 

Dawsoy, Eprra, Folkestone, Lodging-House Keeper Can- 
terbury Pet oes 23 Ord April 23 

Deayx, Tuomas, Wickford, Essex, Wheelwright Chelms- 
ford Pet April 24 Ord April 24 

Duyy, Joun, Harrogate, Road Contractor York Pet April 
25 Ord "April 25 

Eneianp, Caartes Doveias, Whitchurch, Cardiff, Potato 
Merchant Cardiff Pet April20 Ord April 20 

Gray, Samus, jun, Wootton Bassett, Wilts, Baker Swin- 
don Pet April 23 Ord April 2: 

Greenwoop, James, Kinver, nr Stourbridge, Carpet 
Designer Stourbridge Pet April 23 Ord April 23 
Harsovur, Strernen Josern, Brixton High Court Pet 

Jan2 Ord April 24 

Hitt, Eowarp, Keighley, Yorks, Machine Maker Brad- 
ford Pet March 26 Ord April 24 

Jounson, James Burae, Bristol, Boot Manufacturer Bristol 
Pet April 20 Ord April 23 

Joxes, Jonn Water, Cheapside, General Business Agent 
High Court Pet April 24 Ord April 24 

Kine. Josern, and Tuomas Henry Witikins, Fulham, 
Bu lders High Court Pet Jan6 Ord April 25 

Lee, Georee, Shrewsbury, Haulier Shrewsbury Pet April 
18 Ord April 23 

Liynetr, Bexsamin Frank, Lincoln’s inn, Solicitor High 
Court Pet March 26 Ord April 22 

Marsu, Joun Tuomas, Canterbury, Commission Agent 
Canterbury Pet April 25 Ord April 25 

Masten, Witiiam, South Brewham, Somerset, Licensed 
Victualler Yeovil Pet April 25 Ord April 25 

McCera, Freperick Braprorp, Lowndes st High Court 
Pet March 24 Ord April 24 

Noruey, Isapetia, Ashford, Kent, Stationer Canterbury 
Pet Apr il 6 Ord April 24 

Roarrs, Marian, am, Fancy Dealer Maidstone 
Pet "April 24 Ord April 2 

Suarman, RicwarD Pecuey, ‘Hanwell, Physician Brente 
ford Pet April 21 Ord ‘April 24 

Suaw, Joz Dosson, and Lutuer Streete, Huddersfield, 
General Drysalters Huddersfield Pet April 25 Ord 
April 25 

Sircom, Henry Furze, Stretford, nr Manchester, Timber 
Merchant Salford’ Pet March 20 Ord April 23 

Smirn, Evtex, Wollescote, Worcester, Innkeeper Stour- 
bridge Pet April 22 Ord April 22 

Tarcet, Ferix ALExanper, Old Broad st High Court 
Pet Jan7 Ord April 23 

Watton, Artruur, Dingle Farm, Eddisbury, Farmer Crewe 
Pet April 20 Ord April 24 

Wurre.try, Tuomas, Huddersfield, oe Manufacturer 
Huddersfield Pet April2 Ord April 2 

Wi.sos, Groraer, South Shields, pod mnt Newcastle on 
Tyne Pet April 25 Ord April 25 

ADJUDICATION ANNULLED AND RECEIVING 
ORDER RESCINDED. 

Sranpen, Bernarp, Primrose Club, 8t James's High Court 
Ree Ord Jan 24, 1895 Adjud Feb 21,1895 Rese and 
Annul April 16, 1903 

ADJUDICATION ANNULLED. 

Rowe, Wiiuam, Little Wester, Linton, Kent, Farmer 

Maidstone Adjud Nov 26,1902 Annul April 24, 1903 








Where difficulty is experienced | in procuring the 
Soxicrrors’ JOURNAL with regularity it is 
reyursted that application be made direct to 
the Publisher, at 27, Chancery-lane, 


Annual Subscriptions, WHICH MUST BE PAID 
IN ADVANCE: SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL and 
WEEKLY REPORTER, in Wrapper, 53s., 
rost-free (53 Nos. 1902-3). Soxtcrrors’s 
JOURNAL only, 268. 6d. ; “Country, 288. 6d. ; 
Foreign 318. WE8KLY REPORTER, in 
Wrapper, 26s. 6d.; Country or Foreign, 
288. 6d. 


Volumes bound at the Office—cloth, 28. 9d. ; half 
law calf, 58. 6d. 


West CLERK "Re indeed: ” Shorthand 
Writer and Typist preferred. — Apply by letter, 

stating experience and salary required, OLprieLp & Co., 13, 
Walbrook, E.C. 


j“REEHOLD SITE for Sale, in West-end ; 
Flats would let rapidly ; large profit could be made in 
a 487, “ Solicitors’ Journal ” 








ground-ren‘s —Address, YY 


Office, 27, Chancery-lane, W 
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Oi Exoine axp Harrizio Pump. 


MERRYWEATHERS'’ 


Reports iotiaaali 


WATER SUPPLY. 
to ESTATES, &e. 


Water Found, 
Pumps Fixed. 


Write nie Pamplret. 


FIRE PROTECTION 


©n up-to-date Principles. 





ELECTRIC LIGHTING 





MERRYWEATHERS, 
63, LONG ACRE, LONDON, W.C. 


on Merryweathers’ Safe System. 














AVERYS 


JONES, 
AND 
BAYLISS IRON 
LIMITED, AND WIRE 


FENCING, 



































[somone S 


Comnle te List Free. 








SELF-ADJUSTING RAI LI N G. 


Ta "WORKS, WOLVERHAMPTON. 


now ROOMS —139 & 441, CANNON STREET, E.C 














————— 


GATES, 


TREE- 
GUARDS, &c. 

















LAY. COSTS in all departments Drawn and 
Settled, from papers or otherwise, for Delivery or 
Taxation ; moderate terms ; experienced draftsman, holding 
highest testim ynials ; London and provinces.—Lex, care of 
Hatton & Son, 81, Chancery -lane, W.C. 


THEODOSIA AUGUSTA LLOYD, neé 

GORDON, Deceased.—To*Solicitors and Others.- 
Information is Required as to the Will of the above-named 
Deceased, late of 52, Rue Faubourg, St. Honoré, Paris, 
supposed to have been made in London within the last few 
years. The Solicitor who prepared or who has custody of 
the Will is requested to Communicate with Messrs. Gorpgx 
& Marvey, Solicitors, 42, New Broad-street, E.C. 








ESTABLISHED 1851. 
BIRKBECK BANK, 
- ‘ ‘hill es, Chancery-lane, London, W. C." 


CURRENT ACCOUNTS. aa 
2 ° | on the minimum monthly balances, | P 
° Oo « 





when not drawn below £100, 
DEPOSIT ACCOUNTS. 


2} : on Deposits, repayable on demand. 21h |. 


STOCES AND SHARES. 
Stocks and Shares purchased and sold for customers. 
= a ALMANACK, with full particulars, 


C. A. RAVENSCROFT, Managing Director. 





Telephone No. 5 Housorn. 
Telegraphic Address: “ Binkpeck, Loyvoy.” 


AW. — GREAT SAVING. — For prompt 
payment 25 per cent. will be taken off the following 
charges :— 


writing P 
s. d. 
Abstracts Copied oe «. © 8 per sheet. 
Briefs and Drafts . .. 2 8 per 20 folios. 
Deeds Round Hand 0 r} per folio. 
Deeds A 2 0 per sheet. 
Full Copies 0 2 per folio. 


PAPER. PFockecap, 1d. “per ‘sheet ; Draft, 4d. ditto; 
Parchment, 1s. 6d. to 3s. 6d. per skin. 
KERR & LATE, ©. ee CUhancery- 
ne, 








SOLICITORS, Mort, s, Trustees, and 
Owners y of Freehold or Leasehold Properties 
for Sale in Town or Country can an immediate pur- 
ose - parti 4 arias, 43, a ao 
Condition to repair immateria 
Deng actual pu no pol hn required. 





/19th CENTURY BUILDING SOCIETY, 


ADELAIDE PLACE, LONDON BRIDGE, E.C. 








Assets « « «# £155,000. 
CHAIRMAN: 
Sik HENRY WALDEMAR LAWRENCE, ] Beer., IP., 
2, Mitre-court- buildings, Te Temple, E 
Prompt and Liberal Advances to Purchase, Build, or 
Im ~~ Pirechold, Leasehold, or yhold Property. 


£100: 10 time ‘een 18s. 4d.; 15 years tio ah: 
18 year, EL 21 years, 12s. 11d. Survey Fee to £500, 


Prospectus free of* FREDERICK LONG, Manager. 
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Telephone: 602 Holborn. 


EDE. SON, AND RAVENSCROFT, | 


EST ABLISHED 1689. 


COURT | 


TAILORS, 





BY SPECIAL —— 
To H.M. THE KING and H.M. THE QUEEN. 
Robe Makers to the Lord Chancellor and Judges. 


ROBES FOR KING’S COUNSEL AND BARRISTERS. 
SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. 
COURT SUITS IN CLOTH AND VELVET. © 
Wigs and Gowns for Registrars, Town Clerks, 
Clerks of the Peace, and Coroners. 
CORPORATION AND UNIVERSITY GOWNS. | 


93 & 94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. | 
The Companies Acts, 1862 to 1900. 


AUTHORITY 








BY 





Every requisite under the above Acts supplied on the 
shortest notice. 


The BOOKSand FORMS kept in Stock for immediate use. 
Snare Certivicates, Desextures, &c., engraved and 
printed. Orriciat Srats designed and executed, 
Solicitors’ Account Books. 


RICHARD FLINT & co., 


Stationers, Printers, Engravers, Registration Agents, &c. 


49, FLEET STREET, LONDON, E.C. (corner of 
Serjeants’ Inn). 


Annual and other Returns Stamped and I’iled, 
NOW READY, SECOND EDITION. PRICE 5s. 
A Practieal Handbook to the Companies Acts. 
By Francis J. Green, of the Inner Temple, Barrister-at-Law. 
LAW COURTS BRANCH: 


40, CHANCERY LANE, W.¢ 


A. W. COUSINS, District Manager. 
SUM INSURED EXCeceDs £460,000,000. 


pERRY PENS 
“GLI DEAWAY" 





INSURANCE OFFICE. 
Founded 1710. 








| 





‘lo 
| 
| 
| 


PRIVATE HOME FOR LADIES. 
Medical Attendant: ROBERT SEVESTRE, M.A., 
| M.D. (Camb.). Principal: H. M. RILEY, Assoc. Soc. 


| Study of Inebriety. 


and Abuse of Drugs. 
| secluded part of the country, 14 hours from Liverpoo}-street, 


NORWICH STREET, FETTER LANE, LONDON, E.C 


Treatment of INEBRIETY. 
'DALRYMPLE HOME. 


RICKMANSWORTH, HERTS. 
For Gentlemen, under the Act and privately. 
For Terms, &e. ? ply to 
. 8. D. HOGG, M.R.C.S., &c., 
Medical Superintendent. 





INEBRIETY. 
MELBOURNE HOUSE, LEICESTER. 


Thirty years’ Experience. Excellent 
Legal and Medical References. For terms and particulars 
ap’ ply Miss RILEY, or the Principal. 

TELEGRAPHIC Appress: “ MEDICAL, LEICESTER.” 





Licensed under the Inebriates Acts, 1879-99. 


BUNTINGFORD HOUSE RETREAT, 
BUNTINGFORD, HERTS. 


For the Treatment of Gentlemen suffering from Inebriety 
In a most healthy, picturesque, and 





10} acres of grounds, 
Electric light throughout. 
Workshops, Poultry 
Library, Music, 
Patients may 
1}-3 Guineas, 


about 400 feet above sea-level; 
Heated by hot-water apparatus. 
Healthy employment and recreation. 
Farm, Gardening, Cricket, Tennis, Golf, 
Billiards, Dark Room for Photography, &c. 
enter under the Acts or privately. Terms: 
Electric Light and Heat Baths, &e.—Apply to 
ResipentT Mepica. SuPERINTENDENT Or SECRETARY. 











CURE OF INTEMPERANCE. 


Charm- 





Modified restraint. Course covers six weeks. 


ing and spacious grounds. Ideal establishment. Short 
Term Treatment. 
Fees—3 to 6 Guineas per week. 


Full particulars on application to the Secretary, or to 
C. A. McBRIDE, M.D. (Med. Supt.), 


Norwoop Sanatorium, Uprer Norwoop, 8.E. 


FALLEXANDER & SHEPHEARD, 


PRINTERS, LimiTeD. 
LAW and PARLIAMENTARY. 


ParviaMeNTARY Bitis, Miyutes or Evipence, Books o1 
EMENTS Ov CLAIM, ANSWERS, &C., &C. 














REFERENCE, Strat 





BRAND’S 
ESSENCE 


BEEF, 


ALSO OF 


CHICKEN, MUTTON, and VEAL, 
INVALIDS. 


Price Lists of Invalid Preparations free on 
application to 


BRAND & CO., Ltd... MAYFAIR, W. 














F 


PARTRIDGESCOOPER 


PARCHMENTS 


Of the Finest Quality. Specially Selected 
Thick Skins. 


ALL PRINCIPAL SIZES IN STOCK, 
PLAIN, OR RULED & TEXTED. 


Perticulars of Prices and Size on application. 


191 & 192, FLEET STREET, LONDON, E.C. 


PHENIX ASSURANCE CO., Ltd. 


PHGNIX FIRE OFFICE, 


ESTABLISHED 1782. 
19, Lombard Street, & 57, Charing Cross, London, 


Lowest Current Rates. 

Liberal and Prompt Settlements. 
Assured free of all Liability. 
Electric Lighting Rules supplied. 


LLER, HORSEY, SONS, & CASSELL, 
11, BILLITER SQUARE, LONDON, E.C. 

Established 1807. 

AUCTIONEERS, V. aun ms AND SURVEYORS 


MILLS AND M ANU FACTORIES, 
PLANT AND MACHINERY, 
WHARVES AND WAREHOUSES. 
Telegraphic Address—* FuLLER, Horsry, Lonvon.” 
Telephone No. 746 Avenue. 

















To Investors, Solicitors, and Trustees. 


yf BSSEs. ASHLEY GORDON & CO. Ss 


ments for Sale Privately, induling Freehold and Lease- 
hold Shop Property, Houses and Ground Rents, to suit 
large or small buyers, also Building Land.— Post free. 








Vendor’s Solicitors are invited to send particulars, 


Orrices: 38, OLD BOND STREET, W. 


Vf BSSBS. HERRING, SON, & DAW, 
AUCTIONEERS, ESTATE AGENTS, VALUERS, 
Sanitary and Mortgage Surveyors, 
ITRONMONGER LANE, CHEAPSIDE, E.C., 
and 308, BRIXTON HILL, 8.W. 
(Established 1773. 
Telephone Nos.—* 5964 Bank,”’ “ 130 Streatham.’ 
Telegrams—“ Oldest, London.” 


WILLIS, CROUCH, & LEE, 
AUCTIONEERS & SURVEYORS, 
29, BASINGHALL STREET, E.C. 
ESTABLISHED 1859, 


Telegrams; “* Auctissima, London.” 
Telephone: 732 Central. 





a 











o 
’ 


PROBAT 





are 
mend our Firm to 
requiring Valuations. 


ESTABLISHED 


The Members of the LEGAL PROFESSION 
respectfully requested to kindly Recom- 
Executors and sthers 


1772. 





BATE VALUATIONS ] 
y SPINK & SONG 






VO) a rer 


1 & 2, GRACECHURCH STREET. CORNHILL, E.C., and 17 & 18, candace 
LONDON, W. 





